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Current Topics. 


THE ANNIVERSARY festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association will be held on Thursday, the 18th of June, at the 
Hotel Metropole, when Mr. Taomas Raw ez will preside. 





ATTENTION SHOULD be drawn to the fact that, by the Order of 
the Board of Trade which we print elsewhere, the forms No. 75 
and 75a under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, which 
have been previously amended, have again been altered. 





WE print elsewhere the new rules as to fees payable on regi 
tration of title, which were published in draft at the end of 
year and which have now confirmed. The object is to 
increase the applications for istration with an absolute 
title by making the fees payable immediately very small, 
and leaving the remainder of the full fees to be paid 
gradually upon subsequent dealings with the land. In other 
a the cost of obtaining the es on is — —_ borne 

e first registered ietor, but is to be distributed among 
thes i P The scheme will do something 
urage registration of absolute titles, but we doubt 
whether it will have any great effect. If oe tion 
is to continue, titles registered as possessory will become 
virtually absolute in course of time, and most landowners 
will be contented to leave the matter so. They are not filled 
with the zeal of the Land Registry Office for the early advent of a 
universal system of absolute titles, and are not eager to A 4 
through the routine at that office which registration with 
a title implies. 
Tae pxorsron of Kaxawicn, J., in Wright v. Lawson (ante, 
258) is an illustration of the limitation which the law 
imposes in the interests of lessees on the ordinary covenant to 
repair. “ However large,” said Lord Esmer, M.R., in Lester v. 
Lane (41 W. R. 626; 1893, 2 Q. B., p. 217), “ the words of the 


covenant & covenant to repair a house is not a covenant 
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he entered into the covenant.” Consequently, the lessee is not 
bound to make good a defect caused by the natural operation of 
time and the elements on a house, the original construction of 
which was faulty ; and in Lister v. Lane it was held that the 


lessee was not bound to rebuild a house which had been con- 
demnei as dangerous during the term by reason of faulty founda- 


tions, and which bad been pulled down. In Wright v. Lawson the 
question arose in regard to a bow window on the first floor of the 


demised premises, This bad been condemned by the London County 
Council, and the tenant had been ordered to repair it, and to 


shore it up immediately. To repair it would have necessitated 
a rebuilding with additional supports not contemplated in the 


original structure, and the tenant contented himself with 
substituting a flat window. The lessor called upon him to 
restore the premises to their original condition and replace the 
bow window, but Kexewion, J., held that this meant the 
erecting of a window of a totally different character, more 
permanent and better than the window was at first, and that, 
upon the principle of Lister v. Lane, such work was beyond the 
obligation imposed by the covenant. This limitation upon the 
scope of the covenant is very important. 





Tue Supreme Ovurt vf the United States appear to have 
refused to grant an injunction in a case the details of which 
are novel and interesting. The plaintiff was a young lady much 
admired in the neighbourhood in which she lived for her 
personal attractions, and the defendants, a flour mills company, 
had, by way of advertisement, placed portraits of the plaintiff on 
their packages of flour. On a garlanded scroll above each 
- portrait were the printed words ‘The Flour of the Family.” 

he plaintiff applied for an injunction to restrain the publication 
of this advertisement, stating that it had been the cause of 
annoyance and distress to her. We have not been able to 
obtain access to a full report of the judgment of the Supreme 
Court, which was not unanimous, but the Chief Justice seems 
to have thought that the advertisement could not be considered 
as a libel, and that to allow any such general right of protection 
as that claimed by the plaintiff, would lead to endless litigation, 
and might even interfere with the right of fair criticism. 
Nothing can be said for the good taste of the advertisement, 
but we certainly think that the case is one of difficulty. There 
is no law to prohibit anyone from taking a sketch or kodak 
portrait without the consent of the person whose portrait is 
taken, and the question remains, is it an actionable wrong to 
exhibit or circulate copies of this portrait? Such a publication, 
without more, could scarcely be considered as a libel ; could the 
fact that the portraits were annexed to an absurd advertisement 
make them defamatory? The case is rather one of a private 
nuisance, and though it might cause as much annoyance as 
many nuisances which are restrained by injunction, we can find 
no authority which could help the plaintiff in the English 
reports. The question may possibly be raised in this country, 
for similar advertisements (none perhaps so offensive) may be 
seen on our walls and in our public vehicles. 


Tue case of Turner v. The London and Provincial Bank, which 
has just been tried before Mr. Justice Kennepy, is of interest 
to bankers and others engaged in the collection of cheques. A 
large proportion of the payments in this country are made by 
cheque, and a large proportion of these cheques are sent by post, 
and not in registered letters. It is commonly supposed that there 
is not much danger in sending a crossed cheque by post, but if 
we refer to the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 60, we find 
that, where a cheque is payable to order and the banker on 
whom it is drawn pays it in good faith and in the ordinary 
course of business, he is deemed to have paid it in due course, 
although the indorsement has been forged or made without 
authority. By section 80, where the banker on whom a crossed 
cheque is drawn, in good faith and without negligence, pays it 
toa banker, he is protected ; and by section 82, the banker who 
in similar circumstances receives payment for a customer 
is also protected. Suppose, therefore, a cheque crossed 
“Not negotiable” is stolen, and the thief gets a trades- 
man to cash it for him, and the tradesman gets the 





the banker who receives the money for the tradesman ay 
protected, but the tradesman is liable to refund the money f 
the true owner. In Turner v. The London and Provincial Bayt 
the plaintiff drew three cheques on the London, Oity ang 
Midland Bank, crossed them and marked them “Noy 
negotiable,” placed them in envelopes and posted them ing 
pillar-box near where he was living. The letters were stoleg 
from the pillar-box. The thieves did not attempt to cash thg 
cheques with a stranger, for one of the gang had already 
opened an account with the defendant bank. He paid the 
cheques into this account, asking that they might be specially 
collected, and the next day he received the money. The 
defendant bank was, therefore, exempt from liability to the 
plaintiff unless it could be shewn that they had acted with 
negligence in the collection of the cheques. The negligeng 
principally relied upon by the plaintiff was that the names of the 
different payees indorsed upon the cheques appeared to be in the 
same handwriting. It was not denied that the handwriting of 
the indorsements was similar; but the defendants contended 
that it was impossible in the pressure of business to compare 
the indorsements in the manner suggested. The jury, to whom 
the question of negligence was left by the learned judge, were 
unable to agree upon a verdict, and we have probably not heard 
the last of the case. 





A DECIsIon upon the liability attaching to shares which have 
been forfeited by the company for non-payment of calls and 
sold by the company has been given by the Court of Appeal in 
Randt Gold Mining Co. (Limited) v. The New Batkis Evsteling 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere). The plaintiff company had a 
capital of £80,000 divided into 5s. shares. The African Gold 
Properties (Limited) were formerly the holders of 40,000 of 
these shares, and 3s. 4d. had been paid up on each share. The 
balance of 1s. 8d. per share was subsequently called up and, 
on default in payment, the shares were forfeited and sold to the 
defendant company for £150. A certificate was issued to them 
stating the facts as to 3s. 4d. being paid up, and the forfeiture 
for non-payment of the call of 1s. 8d., and stating also that the 
defendant company were to be deemed to be the holders of the 
shares ‘‘ discharged from all calls due prior to the date hereof.” 
Subsequently, the plaintiff company made a call of Is. 8d. on 
these shares. But the defendant company disputed their right 
to do so, and claimed that the shares in their hands were to be 
tiken to be fully paid up. Such a claim, however, is, as the 
Court of Appeal, affirming the decision of Bucknitt, J., held, 
opposed to the policy of-the Companies Acts as construed by 
recent decisions. The fact that a call has been made 
does not, where the call has not been paid, and the shares 
have in consequence been forfeited, prevent a further 
call in respect of the same sum being made, and the 
certificate, in stating that the shares were to be held 
discharged from previous calls, only referred to the call made 
on the former holders. The only doubt in the matter seems to 
be introduced by the consideration that the former holders 
remain liable for the earlier call, and thus, if both liabilities are 
satisfied, the company will get more than their nominal capital. 
But this result, if it comes to pass, can be accepted with equani- 
mity. In practice payment of the earlier call is hardly to be 
expected, and the only way of securing to the company its full 
capital is to sanction the making of a fresh call upon the new 
holders of the forfeited shares. The Court of Appeal accord- 
ingly held that there was nothing in the form of the certificate in 
the present case to prevent this being done, and the defendant 
company were therefore liable. 





THe KEENEST interest is being tukou wil over the country im 
the annual licensing meetings, which afe now being held. In 
almost every district there is an intention expressed by justices 
to reduce the number of public-houses im the future, but few 
renewals have been refused this year, except where the licence 
holders have been convicted of offences, or for such like reasons. 
Large numbers of licence-holders, however, have been warned 
that next year their houses will be seriously taken into considera 
tion, and will be liable to be closed as being unnecessary. 

course, in taking this course, the licensing justices are following 
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make careful inquiries personally into’ the circumstances sur- 
rounding every house in their respective districts. In the case 
of Rex v. The Farnham Justices it was shewn that a committee 
of justices had made such inquiries before the licensing meeting, 
had then themselves given notice of opposition, and after 
hearing evidence, had refused to renew a number of licences. 
This course was carefully considered by the Oourt of Appeal, 
and fully approved of. The court was of opinion that since 
Boulter’s case was decided it is clear that licensing justices are 
not a judicial body ; they are not bound to decide questions of 
renewal entirely on evidence given before them; that they 
are entitled to use the knowledge they have acquired by 
their inquiries and from their acquaintance with the locality, 
and that if they act bond fide, without bias, their discretion will 
not be interfered with. This, of course, has always been the 
law, but it has only been in very recent years that anyone 
seems to have known it. Until Sharp v. Wakefield (37 W. R. 
187; 1891, A. OC. 473) was decided it was the general 
impression that the question of granting the renewal of a 
licence was to be approached in quite a different spirit 
from the question of granting a new licence. It was generally 
considered that a renewal would not be refused except for 
reasons personal to the licensee; and that as long as no excep- 
tion could be taken to his conduct, a renewal would be granted 
as a matter of course. On this understanding, hundreds of 
thousands of pounds have been invested in public-house property. 
Recent decisions have, however, swept away every vestige of 
these opinions, and the licence-holders are left absolutely at the 
mercy of the justices. Licensing justices would, none the less, 
do well to consider the judgment of the Lord Chancellor in Sharp 
y. Wakefield as to how they should act in dealing witn 
applications for renewals. He points out that it is most 
unlikely that justices would consider a new application in 
the same way as one applied for by a person already 
licensed; and he says: ‘Of course the justices wou!d 
remember that a year before a licence had been granted, and 
presumably, unless some change during the year was proved, 
they start with the fact that the topics to which I have referred 
have already been considered, and one would not expect that 
those topics would be likely to be reopened, unless, as I say, 
some change has been proved. This would be likely to limit the 
inquiry to the conduct of the house, and, the character of the 
licensee, and perhaps the condition of the house, but as a matter of 
fact, and not a matter of law at all.” The House of Lords, there- 
fore, assumed that licences would always be renewed, unless some- 
thing had happened since the licence was last renewed which 
constituted good cause for refusing renewal. Licensing justices 
are now going much further than that, and are proposing to 
close houses where the circumstances have not changed for many 
years. As to the justice of such proceedings it is not within 
our province to express an opinion; but as to the law, as long 
asthe decision of the Court of Appeal in the Farnham case stands, 
the justices seem to have a free hand. 





Tue sanction given by Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 
1898, 2 Ch. 307) to the obtaining by a mortgagee of advantages 
in addition to interest on the money lent, has been followed by 
an interesting series of cases as to the form which such ad- 
vantages may take. In Biggs v. Hoddinott the mortgage was a 
mortgage of a hotel, and the collateral advantage was a stipula- 
tion that during the continuance of the security the mortgagor 
would purchase liquor only from the mortgagee, and it was held 
that this was valid. But in Noakes § Co. v. Rice (50 W. R. 305; 
1902, A. ©. 24) the same stipulation was to last, not merely 
during the continuance of the security, but during the continuance 
of the lease upon which the mortgaged premises were held, and so 
far as it exceeded the duration of the security, it was void. To this 
extent it conflicted with the principle that the parties in entering 
into the mortgage are not at liberty to place any clog upon the 
equity of redemption. It is essential that the mortgagor when 

redeems the property should get it back clear from the mort- 
age and all its incidents. As Riopy, L.J., said in the case just 
sited (1902, 2 Oh., p. 457), “the property which comes back to 

® mortgagor must not be worse than it was when it was 
mortgaged, and the mortgagee must not, either expressly or by 
implication, reserve to himself any hold upon the property after 





the time for redemption has arrived and the right of redemption 


has been put in force.” The question thus is, whether 
in any given case the advantage which the mortgagee 
strives to retain after the right of redemption has been 
exercised constitutes in any way a burden upon the property. 
In Santley v.. Wilde (48 W. R. 90; 1899, 2 Ch. 474) the 
advantage consisted of the right to share in the profits of the 
awe property during the remainder of a lease, and 
the Court of Appeal held that it lasted after redemption ; but 
the decision was adversely criticized in Noakes & Co. v. Rice, and 
seems to have been erroneous. In Carritt v. Bradley (49 W. R. 
593; 1901, 2 K. B. 550) the advantage consisted in an obliga- 
tion on the part of the mortgagor to secure the employment of 
the mortgagee as a tea broker, and this, since it did not touch 
the mortgaged property, was with more reason held to be 
binding after redemption. But in Jarrah Timber, §c., Corpora- 
tion v. Samuel ( Times, 12th inst.), decided by the Court of Appeal 
this week, the dissociation of the advantage from the mortgaged 
property was not made out. The sum of £5,000 was advanced 
to a company upon the security of £30,000 of debenture 
stock of the company, and upon the terms that the mortgagee 
should have an option for a year to buy any of the stock at 40 
percent. This option did not apparently form a direct charge 
upon the stock, since it could not have been specifically enforce, 
and the only remedy of the mortgagee would have been in 
damages; but since the company on redeeming would have 
been bound either to sell the stock or to pay damages, it was 
held that there was in substance a burden upon. the stock, and 
that the option consequently was a clog upon the equity of 
redemption and was void. a 





THERE ARE some interesting points about the cise of Simpson 
v. Teignmouth, &c., Bridge Co., decided by the new branch of the 
Court of Appeal this week (reported elsewhere). Even a court 
composed of the heads of the three divisions of the High Court 
cannot be expected to grapple with all the problems to waich 
the progress of civilization gives rise, and hence no surprise need 
be felt that the question whether a bicycle is a “carriage 
hung on springs” remains unanswered. The case admittel of 
easier decision upon the ground that a bicycle is not a carriage 
drawn bya beast of draught. These niceties arise from the failure 
of the Legislature to revise statutes and bring them up to date. 
The Act under which the defendant company is entitled to charge 
tolls was passed in the fifth year of Gores IV., and the 
draftsman, though conversant with ‘whisky-cars,” which 
appear to be as extinct as the dodo, had no prophetic intuition of 
the advent of the bicycle. He imposed a toll of 61.a wheel on 
‘carriages hung on springs,” and “for each horse or other beast 
of draught drawing the same the sum of 2d.” Of course, if a 
bicycle is within these terms at all, the authorized toll is Is., and 
the defendant company have kept well within their rights in 
charging only 2d. But even that sum, it appears, is too much, 
and cyclists are entitled to cross the bridge like mere foot 
passengers fora penny. Mr. Justice Wricur wasof opinion that 
a bicycle was a carriage hung on springs, and this view is plausible, 
It carries the rider, and it has springs which alleviate the 
jars of travelling. But it is needless to express a confident 
opinion when the Court of Appeal has shrunk from the task, 
[tis enough that no “ beast of draught ”’ assists the cyclist on his 
way, and hence the modest penny franks him. At the same 
time, the wary foot passenger may be thankful that a bicyele, 
whatever may be its constitution as regards springs, 1s a 
“carriage” within the meaning of the Highway Act, 1835, and 
its rider can be convicted of furious driving: Taylor v. Goodwin 
(4 Q. B. D. 228). 


Seventy YEARs have passed since the eminent persons 
appointed by the Crown to inquire into the law of real property 
prosented their third report. In dealing with tenures, they 
make the following recommendation with regard to gavelkind, 
“After very mature deliberation, we are of opinion that the 
custom of gavelkind should be abolished. . . . It is 





attended with many serious practical inconveniences, w:iic) 
do not admit of an effectual cure except by its abolitiyn.” 
But no steps have been taken to carry this recommenda- 
ect, and the rule of law is still that all lands 


tion into 
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lying in the county of Kent are to be presumed to be of 

e nature of gavelkind unless the contrary is made to appear ; 
and whenever an intestacy of the owner of an unsettled estate 
in Kent occurs, great difficulties arise. It is well known that in 
the reign of Henry VIII. and subsequently a number of dis- 
gavelling Acts were passed, but as none of these Acts contained 
any schedule of the lands affected by them, the identity of these 
lands has to be ascertained by evidence which it is difficult to 
procure in the case of small detached parcels. The natural 
consequence of this absence of evidence is that in many cases 
lands have gone back to the custom of gavelkind. We cannot 
see that any hardship would arise from a change in the law, 
though it is said that the inhabitants of Kent have a strong 

redilection for the ancient customs for which their county has 
se remarkable. 








Costs of Actions Remitted to the 
County Court. 


Tue anomalous character of the working of the County Court 
Rules as to the costs of actions remitted from the High Court 
to the county court, and the unsatisfactory decisions upon the 
same subject, have long been a fruitful source of litigation, 
involving, of course, much expense—and often much injustice— 
to the litigants themselves, and proving a thorn in the sides of 
their advisers, who have had to advise their clients either 
tamely to submit to an interpretation of the rules (which 
leaves them smarting under a sense of injustice) or to appeal 
against it, and chance all the uncertainties attendant on such a 
course. Hitherto, although individual judges have expressed their 
sense of the hardships inflicted on suitors in particular cases by 
the operation of those rules, there has been no decided expres- 
sion of opinion from the High Court bench that those rules 
are framed in such a way as to be wholly ineffectual to 
effect the object for which they exist. In the case of 
M Eachen vy. Sallyeo Mineral Water Co., however, before 
a Divisional Court, to which we briefly referred (ante p. 247), 
those rules came in for some very trenchant criticism from 
CuanvEL, J., who is reported to have said that ‘the County 
Court Rules [that is, the rules relating to the costs of remitted 
actions | were in so unsatisfactory a state that it was impossible 
to tell how the costs were to be apportioned in the absence of a 
special order, and grave injustice was often occasioned.’”’ It is 
true that the learned judge expressed his opinion that the 
decisions upon those rules were in an equally unsatisfactory 
state. But it is clear from a consideration of the cases that it is 
the unsatisfactory nature of the rules which have really pro- 
duced the existing uncertainty and confusion, and that the 
judiciary has long been engaged in the hopeless task of 
ing to make those rules accomplish satisfactorily a task 
for which they are entirely unfitted. It is refreshing 
at last to get this frank avowal from the bench 
that, as matters now stand, the confusion is hopeless, since 
it is perhaps not too much to hope that it may result in 
action g taken in the direction of amendment. Mr. Justice 
CHANNELL says that, in order to avoid the difficulties arising 
from applying the ordinary machinery provided by the is- 
lature in such cases, the extraordinary machinery provided 
should be invoked, and the judge always asked in such cases to 
make a s order as to the costs, as he has ample jurisdiction 
to do under section 113 of the County Courts Act, 1888. As a 
pom, eg means of avoiding the absurdities and injustice 
ting from the application of the ordinary rules, such an 
expedient may be justifiable, and the court has previously 
expressed its —_— that county court judges would do well to 
resort to it. deed, it was the adoption of such a course b 
the deputy county court judge in the case above cited whic 


vg rise to the appeal. 

except as a temporary expedient, it is submitted 
that such a course of io aa a be tolerated. It 
« rtant matter of 
everyday practice of this kind resort should of necessity 
be _to such expedients. Both suitors and itioners 
are entitled to demand a speedy revision of e rules in 
the direction of some plain and simple directions, which shall 


is almost a scandal t upon an im 











be sufficient to meet all cases of the kind not complicated — 
by some special circumstances. Suitors are entitled to knog 
before entering on litigation upon what general principles, in the 
absence of special circumstances, the question of costs will he 
decided. It isnot fair that they should be left at the mercy of any 
order which the county court judge may think fit to make, 
Moreover, there are those cases to be considered in which, 
owing to some oversight, arising from forgetfulness, or evep 
possibly ignorance, no special order is asked for. In such cages 
the client may suffer grave injustice from being left to the 
operation of the ordinary rules as they at present stand. 

It will not bé out of place to consider shortly some of the cases 
which have been decided on the rules as they stand, and t 
emphasize by illustration the class of cases which they fail to 
meet. But it must not. be imagined for a moment that the 
reported cases represent the total number of cases, or any 
appreciable portion of them, in which the present rules have 
have been found to work inequitably. It would hardly be an 
exaggeration to say that scarcely a day passes without some 
individual having to deplore the confusion which exists. 

Of reported cases that of Wright v. Bull (1900, 2 Q. B. 124) is 
one which forcibly illustrates the working of the present r 
There the plaintiff brought an action in the High Court to 
recover £20 2s., and got an order under order 14 for £8 14s., the 
action being remitted as to the balance to the county court. The 
£8 14s. was paid by the defendant, but as to the balance the 
defendant got judgment in his favour in the county court, no order 
being made as to costs. Now, the principal rule which governs 
costs is section 113 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which says that 
“ All costs of any action . in default of any special 
direction shall abide the event of the action .. I 
question in each case, therefore, in the absence of any 
special order, must be, what was the event of the action? 
So far as the £8 14s, was concerned, that was recovered 
under order 14, and by the operation of section 116 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, which provides that “if in an 
action founded on contract the plaintiff shall recover a sum 
less than £20, he shall not be entitled to any costs of the action,” 
the plaintiff could recover no costs. So far as the action remittel 
to the county court was concerned, the defendant had succeeded. 
But here the principle first laid down in Keeble v. Bennstt (42 
W. R. 539), and subsequently affirmed by the Court of Appeal in 
White v. Headland’s Patent Electric Storage Battery Co. (47 W. RB. 
273), must be applied—namely, that when an action is remitted to 
the county court, although the plaintiff may have recovered the 
substantial part of his claim under order 14, the whole action is 
remitted. The result is that, there being only one action and only 
one event, it must be held that the plaintiff has recovered the £8 14s, 
and though the defendant succeeds in the county court, he caunot 
get costs unless a special order is made. In fact it is 
the total amount recovered which must be looked at. As 
it is put by Cotxis, L.J., in White v. Headland’s Storage Buttery 
Co., “however minute the portion of the claim which is 
recovered in the county court may be, the scale applicable must 
depend upon the total amount recovered.” That case was 
decided on the question as to what scale of taxation was applic- 
able, but the principle is of general application. As applied 
for the purpose of testing what is the event of the action it 
certainly leads to hardship. It would surely be more just that 
in such cases the plaintiff should get the costs in the High Court 
given him under section 116 in of the sum recovered under 
order 14, and that the defendant should have the general costs 
of the action in the county court. As it is, the principle which 
was established by the decisions with a view merely to its 
affecting the scale of taxation, is now found to also be decisive 
upon the much graver — as to who shall have the general 
costs of the action. In Wright v. Bull the result would have been 
just the same if the plaintiff had claimed, say, £90, got judgment 
under order 14 for £5, and then failed to recover any part of the 
remitted £85, and yet the defendant would not have got any costs, 
though he might have been put to great expense in defending 
an unjust claim. 

Still more startling, however, may be the result of the 
application of these principles in cases where the defendant 
counterclaims, and it is in cases of counterclaim that it ™ 
especially necessary to get the rights of the parties adjusted by 
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, special order as to costs, having regard to the present state of 
ge rules and decisions. M’ Kachen’s case (supra) well illustrates 
this, ‘The action was for £70 odd for goods sold and delivered. An 
rer for £50 was made under order 14 and the rest remitted. The 
jeendants counterclaimed for several items and for £25 loss of 
wade, &c. The judge found for plaintiff for £20 and for defendants 
mn their counterclaim for £30, and awarded the defendants the 
al costs of the action subsequent to the order remitting it to 
ie county court.. In making this order the county court judge 
tly thought the ordinary rule would work injustice. 
Fi considered that as there was only one event in the action, 
md, as, so far as the county court was concerned, the 
jefendants’ counterclaim had exceeded the plaintiff's claim, 
the defendant ought to be allowed the general costs of the 
yetion on the principle acted upon in McLean v. Goodman 
(67. L. R. 185). Perhaps the order was in this case rather 
fsyourable to the defendant. But supposing the plaintiff had 
recovered only £20 under order 14 an — £10 in the county 
eurt, and that the defendant had succeeded in recovering £35 
on his counterclaim, still in the absence of any ial order the 
plaintiff would apparently have been entitled to claim the 
eral costs of the action, though the defendant would get the 
costs of establishing his counterclaim. i 

Another, and perhaps stronger, case would be this: A 
plaintiff might recover a sum of, say, £50 under order 14 out ofa 
daim for £80, but fail in the county court to recover any more, 
whereas the defendant might succeed on a counterclaim for 
£40, yet, in the absence of a special order, he would be mulcted 
in the general costs of the action. 

It cannot be said that the principles of Keeble v. Bennett and 
White v. Headland’s Electric Co. (supra) produce very satisfactory 
results when applied to determine upon what scale of costs the 
taxation of the costs of a remitted action shall take place, but 
they certainly produce still greater anomalies when applied to 
the determination of the question, what is the event of the action 
within the meaning of section 113. 

The main difficulty seems to have arisen from the interpreta- 
tion, no doubt correct, put on the words of section 65 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, that by it the action asa whole is 
remitted and therefore the whole amount recovered in the action 
must be taken into account. The strong words in the section 
are ‘‘ the action and all proceedings therein shall be tried and 
taken as if the action had been originally commenced therein.” The 
italics are ours. Now it is obvious that strictly the action 
could not have been commenced in the county court 
at all, so that in any case one has to read into the 
section some such words as “‘as if the action had been for less 
than £50, and had,” &c. As some words must be read into the 
section it would be more logical to read into it the words “as if 
the action had been for the amount remitted, and had been originally 
commenced in the county court.” If, however, that is too 
violent a straining of the words of the section, legislative 
amendment in some form would be necessary. 

Certainly by the scheme of the section it would seem as if 
that was really the intention of the framers of the Act. Because 
the section goes on to expressly provide for the costs of the a 
ceedings prior to the remittal order being taxed on the High 
Court scale, and for costs subsequent thereto being allowed on 
the county court scale. If the whole ‘of the costs were taxed on 
the county court scale, there would be cogent reason for treating 
the whole amount recovered as recovered in the county court. 
The matter is in an unsatisfactory state, and ought to receive 
the attention of the County Courts Rule Committee. 
























































The twenty-first Conference of the International Law Association will 
take place at Antwerp on Tuesday, the 29th of September next. 

After a final sitting, which commenced at 10.30 a.m. on Friday and 
terminated at seven o’clock on Sunday morning, says the Daily Mail, 
judgment was delivered at Montpellier in the Marguerite affair, and the 
Wearisome trial of 123 Arabs for revolt against the French near Algiers, 
which has lasted for fifty days, came to an end. Since the case began one 
of the jurymen has died and another had to be replaced through illness. 
The spectacle in court while the Arab prisoners were waiting with stoical 
patience to learn their fate was a pitiable one. All of them were half 
asleep, and as, clad in rags, they were led through the draughty corridors 
of the palace they shivered and coughed in distressing fashion. Every 
one was tired to death, and several jurymen and barristers, utterly worn 
(at, slept soundly during the reading of the verdict, 












The Jurisdiction to Sanction Con- 


version of Businesses. 


Tue recent judgment of Kexewicn, J., in Re T. (Deceased) (ante, 
p. 254) is important in relation to the difficulty frequently 
experienced in practice of deciding whether application should 
be made to the court to sanction a dealing with a trust estate 
which is outside the proper scope of the instrument of trust. 
Generally speaking, said the learned judge, the duty of the 
court was to administer the trusts p under its control, and 
not to exceed the limit of investment fixed by the instrument 
creating the trusts; but to this, he added, there were excep- 
tions, and he instanced three classes of cases where the court 
would sanction matters outside the strict administration 
of the trust. One was where it was desired to make 
advances on behalf of an infant out of capital. This, 
said Kexewicu, J., he had never hesitated to do when 
satisfied that the advancement was beneficial; and where 
an infant was only contingently interested, it was his practice to 
include in the advance the sum necessary to effect a policy of 
insurance to cover the contingency. A second class of cases was 
where a testator, engaged in trade, had failed to provide for the 
continuance of his business, and had perhaps directed it to be 
realized. Here again the interests of the family might 
necessitate the carrying on of the business, and the jurisdic- 
tion to authorize this, though its exercise required exceeding 
care, had, said his lordship, the sanction of established practice 
and was generally justified by beneficial results. The third case 
which the learned judge mentioned was the sale to a joint stock 
company of the business owned by the testator, where no power 
for that purpose was contained in the will. Equal caution, he 
said, should in such cases be observed by the judge, but if he 
were satisfied that, for want of working capital or other reasons, 
the business could not be carried on as the testator intended it 
to be, and that no sale for cash was possible, there was no 
sufficient reason for the court to refuse its sanction to the 


pro , 

‘o this last case we shall return subsequently, but it will be 
convenient first to state the circumstances and the decision in 
the case which called for the above remarks. The applicant 
was tenant for life of considerable estate which, 
subject to her life interest, was settled upon such of her 
children, other than her eldest son, and in such shares as 
she should by deed or will appoint. She had exercised her 
power of appointment, and the appointees had settled their 
shares. In order to benefit persons who had claims upon her, 
the tenant for life had raised large sums by insuring her life in 
various offices and mortgaging the policies, and by mortgaging 
her life interest to secure payment of interest and premiums. 
This proceeding, however, was insufficient to provide for the 
increasing demands upon her, and she desired to augmen her 
income by transferring the mortgages of the policies and life 
interest to her trustees. In other words, the trustees were 


asked to realize certain of the existing trust investments and 


invest the proceeds in mortgages of policies of insurance on the 


life of the tenant for life with the additional security of a 
mortgage of the life interest, and this mode of investment not 
being authorized by the will, application was made to the 
court. There appears, however, to be no decision in favour of 
allowing the court to extend the range of investments author- 
ized by the trust instrument or by law, and there is in Re 
Morrison (49 W. R. 441; 1901, 1 Oh. 701) an express ruling of 
Bvoxtey, J., that no such jurisdiction exists. ‘‘ In my opinion,” 
he said, ‘‘there does not reside in this court any power to 
authorize trustees to take, on the ground that it is beneficial, an 
investment which the testator has not authorized.” And for 
this reason Bvuoxizy, J., in that case held that executors 
and trustees could not be authorized by the court to 
sell the testator’s business to a company in consideration 
of the issue of shares and debentures, the holding of such 
securities not being authorized by the will. Similarly, in 
pe ae case KgxKEwIcH, =~ held that he ~ absolutel 
ebarred from acceding to application. e 

investment was not authorized by the will, and the pa 3 no 
power to authorize it. He also held that the court had no 
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authority under the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, to excuse the 
trustees from an intended breach of trust. The main interest 
of the judgment lies, however, in the position in which it leaves 
the question as to the power of the court to sanction the con- 
version of a testator’s business into a limited company, where 
no power for this purpose is contained in the will. As we have 
just seen, Bucxtey, J., in Re Morrison (supra), held that the 
court bad no such power, for the reason that it could 
not sanction the holding of the securities of the company. 
Kexewicn, J., accepts this as sufficient for his decision 
in the present case, and yet at the same time he explicitly 
lays it down that the court has jurisdiction to sanction a conver- 
sion of the nature just stated. There appears to be an incon- 
sistency here which will make it not altogether safe to act upon 
the alleged jurisdiction, and indeed we believe it to be recognized 
that the jurisdiction is, to say the least, very doubtful. 

The question, of course, cannot be discussed without referring 
to the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re New’s Settlement (50 
W. R. 17; 1901, 2 Ch. 534). In that case the matter before the 
court was a case of reconstruction and not of original conversion. 
Shares in an existing company were settled upon trusts which 
allowed their retention, but, in case of sale, did not authorize the 
investment of the proceeds in the shares of any other company. 
Under a scheme for reconstruction, these shares, which were 
fully paid up, were to be exchanged for shares and debentures 
in the proposed new company. Cozens-Harpy, J., held that he 
was debarred from authorizing this by the decision of Bucktey, J., 
in Re Morrison (supra), and by the earlier decision of Norru, J., 
in Re Craushay (60 L. T. 357’, where also it was held that there 
was no jurisdiction to sanction an original conversion. In the 
Court of Appeal these cases were recognized. ‘‘The cases of 
Re Crawshay, decided by Nortu, J.,” said Romer, LJ., in 
delivering the judgment of the court, ‘‘and Re Morrison, 
decided by Bucx.ey, J., are instances where the court was asked 
to sanction steps to be taken by trustees which it thought 
unjustifiable, and which it declared it had no jurisdiction to 
authorize”; and the learned judge continued: ‘But in the 
management of a trust estate, and especially where that estate 
consists of a business or shares in a mercantile company, 
it not infrequently happens that some peculiar state of 
circumstances arises for which provision is not expressly made 
by the trust instrument, and which renders it most desirable, 
and it may be even essential, for the benefit of the estate, and 
in the interest of all the cestuis que trust, that certain acts should 
be done by the trustees which in ordinary circumstances they 
would have no power todo. Ina case of this kind, which may 
reasonably be supposed to be one not foreseen or anticipated by 
the author of the trust, where the trustees are embarrassed by 
the emergency that has arisen, and the duty cast upon them to 
do what is best for the estate, and the consent of all the 
beneficiaries cannot be obtained by reason of some of them not 
being sui juris or in existence, then it may be right for the court, 
and the court in a proper case would have jurisdiction, to 
sanction on behalf of all concerned such acts on behalf of the 
trustees as we have above referred to.” And upon this principle 
the court held that there was power to sanction, and it did 
sanction, the exchange of the existing shares for the securities 
of the reconstructed company. 

It has been stated that Re New’s Settlement in effect overruled 
Re Morrison and affirmed the power of the court to sanction an 
original conversion (Palmer’s Comp. Prec., vol.1, 8th ed., p. 808), 
and no doubt the very general terms of the passage just quoted 
may be said to cover an original conversion as well as a recon- 
struction. 3ut general statements cannot be dissociated 
altogether from the circumstances to which they are to be applied, 
and the express reference in the judgment to the decision of 
Bockuey, J., in He Morrison was certainly not in such terms as 
to shew any intention to overrule it. The natural effect 
of the judgment was to recognize R-e Crawshay and Re 
Morrison, and at the same time to lay down a principle 
which shewed that the considerations applicable to those cases 
did not govern Rte New’s Settlement. And it is of course obvious 
that there are circumstances of embarrassment existing in a 
proposed reconstruction which are quite absent from a proposed 
conversion. The conversion of a business may be desirable, but 


trustees are under no urgent necessity to take it. But whey 
the testator has already put his property into the form of 

and a change in these shares is incidental to a proposed rom, 
struction of the company, the state of affairs is very differey 
There is now an embarrassment arising directly out of the natu, 
of the property which the testator had selected, and the prineipl 
laid down by Romer, L.J., applies. Moreover, the changed 
investment is technical rather than real, and there 

if the taking of the new securities is authorized, be said toh 
any substantial infringement of the rule that the court canng 
sanction the holding of unauthorized securities; and upon ty 
latter ground Bucxtey, J., recently authorized the taking ¢ 
such substituted securities in Re Smith (46 Soxtcrrors’ Jounny, 
650). It seems safe, therefore, to understand the principle ¢ 
Re New's Settlement as applying only to cases of reconstructig, 
and, notwithstanding the statement of Kexewion, J., in Bef 
(Deceased) (supra), to assume that Re Morrison is still the p 
guide in regard to cases where it is desired to obtain th 
sanction of the court to a proposed conversioa of a business inty 
a company. On the existing state of the authorities, it must by 
regarded as very doubtful whether this sanction can be given, 








Reviews. 


Contracts. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAw oF Contracts. By C. G. Avbisox, 
TENTH Epirion. Edited by A. P. PERcEVAL KEEP, M..., and 
Wituiam E. Gorpon, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Som 
(Limited). 

A large number of statutes have been passed, and nearly a thousand 
new cases bearing on the subject of contracts have, say the editors in 
their preface, been decided since the publication of the last edition 
Addison on Contracts eleven years ago. The task of revision, there 
fore, has been heavy, and in so voluminous a work it is perhaps to 
much to expect that it should be performed with unerring accuracy, 
The statement, for instance, at p. 34 of Avans v. Hoare (1892, 1 
Q. B. 593), as supporting the rule that the names of the parties must 
appear from the written memorandum of a contract, misses the point 
of the decision, which was concerned with the sufficiency of signatar 
by the party to be charged. So, again, it is hardly correct to refer 
(p. 214) to the judgment of Bayley, J., in Doev. Reid (10B. & C 
857) as shewing that the benefit of ‘‘tied house” covenants 
do not run with the reversion, though with the qualification 
“but see Cleyg v. Hands” (44 Ch. D. 503), when the opinion 
of the Court of Appeal was clearly expressed in the latter case 
that it does run with the reversion. Nor, even before the recent 
decisions in Budd Scott v. Daniel (1902, 2 K. B. 351), and Jonesy, 
Lavington (51 W. R. 161), was it safe to rely, as the editors do at p, 
218, on Baynes v. Lloyd (1895, 2 Q. B. 610), as supporting the propos- 
tion that no covenant for quiet enjoyment is implied from the mere 
relation of landlord and tenant. The statement at p. 273, that “the 
court will not grant specific performance of an agreement for the 
building of a house of a certain value” might usefully have been 
qualified by a reference to Mayor of Wlverrampton v. Emmons (i 
W. R. 553). And it is not very enlightening to be told, on p. 493, 
that ‘‘ every purchaser is still entitled, if he makes a contract to thst 
effect, to the production of a sixty years’ title on the part of the 
vendor.” There are also errors of printing which more careful revision 
would have avoided: Hurnett v. Yielding (2 Sch. & Lef. 554) appears, 
at p. 275, as Harnett v. Gielding. and so well-known a case as Dearle 
v. Hull (3 Russ. ) is referred to, at p. 206, as Dearle v. Hale. ; 

As we have said, it is difficult in a work containing such a quantity 
of matter to avoid errors of this kind. And, though it is proper # 
point them out, we are glad to acknowledge that in general the 
of producing this edition has been very completely accomplished. Of 
course we do not look to ‘ Addison” for a statement’ of principles 
It is the object of the book to collect the authorities, and to é 
the practitioner to put his hand upon a relevant decision, whether 
upon a point in the law governing contracts in general, or wpon the 
details of a contract of a special kind. In this aspect the book 
retains its old character of practical utility. It would no doubt ® 
possible to reduce its size by cutting out subjects for which it is 
to refer to special books—such, for instance; as the contract betwee 
landlord and tenant, and the contract of marine insurance. If ths 
were done the bulk of the work might be considerably reduced, 
without, we imagine, any sacrifice of its real value. But so far te 
book has not reached a size which makes it inconvenient to hand 
and in its present form it constitutes an exhaustive guide to what ™ 
perhaps the widest branch of the law. On certain matters which have 
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heen very successfully digested; such, for instance, as contracts in 
pstraint of trade (p. 88), assignments of choses in action (p. 205), pay- 
ment of interest by a purchaser of land when completion is delayed 
467), and the various recent cases on the collection of crossed 
eques by bankers (p. 1157). The practising lawyer will find the 
hook a veritable storehouse of information and authority. It should 
he added that the chapter dealing with the sale of goods has been 
rewritten so as to incorporate the Saie of Goods Act, 1893, retaining 
such of the old decisions as are still relevant, and in this the editors 
have been assisted by Mr. W. H. Griffith. 





Books Received. 


Stone’s Justices’ Manual: being the Yearly Justices’ Practice for 
1903, with Table of Statutes, Table of Cases, Appendix of Forms, and 
Table of Punishments. Edited from 1876 to 1901 by the late GEORGE 
BR. KENNETT, Esq. Thirty-fifth Edition. Edited by J. R. Roperts, 
Esq., Solicitor, Clerk to the Justices, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Shaw & 
Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The Licensing Acts: being the Licensing Acts, 1828 to 1902, together 
with all the Inland Revenue, Innkeepers, Sunday Closing, and 
Grogging Acts relating thereto; with Introduction, Notes, and Forms, 
and Reports of Sharp v. Wakefield, Boulter v. Kent Justices, and Rex v. 
Farnsam Justices. By the late JAMES PATERSON, M.A., Barrister-at- 
law. Fifteenth Edition. By WittiamM W. MAckKENZIE, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

The Law Affecting the Pollution of Rivers and Water Generally. 
By J. V. Vesey FITZGERALD, K.C. Knight & Co. 


Everybody’s Guide to the Education Act, 1902: being the Text of 
the Act, together with an Introduction and’ Explanatory Notes. By 
HartteEy B. N. Moruersore, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 
Hadden, Best, & Co. 


Biographic Clinics: the Origin of the Ill-health of De Quincey, 
Carlyle, Darwin, Huxley, and Browning. By GrorcE M. GovuLp, 
M.D. Rebman (Limited). 


Local Government Law and Legislation for 1902: containing the 
Statutes of the Session, Annotated and Explained ; Digest of all Cases 
Decided in the Courts during the Year ended the 30th of September, 
1902; and the Circulars, Orders, and Other Official Information 
Relating to the Jurisdiction of Local Authorities during the Same 
Period. Arranged and Edited by W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at-Law. 
Hadden, Best, & Co. 


The Annual Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Scottish and Irish. With a 
Collection of Cases Followed, Distinguished, Explained, Commented 
on, Overruled, or Questioned; and References to the Statutes Passed 
during the Year 1902. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

























































Correspondence. 


Income Tax Assessments and Professional Men 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—It is the professional classes whose income tax assessments 
are the most unjust. In provincial towns few professional men dare 
appeal against unjust assessments. The young practitioner fears to 
expose his poverty to his neighbours, the commissioners, lest he should 
never get a connection; and the elderly man fears to disclose his 
waning practice, lest he should lose the little income which still 
remains. They are in the power of the surveyor of taxes, and they 
are surcharged without mercy. I have been assessed for forty-eight 

rs, and have never once been justly assessed. I have made forty- 
ve correct annual returns to surveyors of taxes, and have rendered 
exact three-yearly accounts of income and expenses whenever 
demanded, but no surveyor of taxes has ever paid the slightest 
attention to my returns and laborious balance-sheets. It is not at all 
& question of the doctor's or lawyer's real income, but how much 
overcharge he will submit to rather than face the ordeal of an appeal. 

The first year I began practice I earned £30, the second year £30, 
the third year £40. The fourth year brought me £100, through a 
general election. That made £200 in four years. How was I 
assessed? The first year I escaped, the second year the surveyor of 
taxes assessed me at £150 (no £160 exemption then), the third year 
at £200, and the fourth year at £250. In four years £600 assess- 
ments against £200 earnings. In vain I patna i the surveyor; he 
always said, ‘‘ Appeal, appeal.” He knew that I could not appeal. 

@ commissioners were 1ny father’s friends, the very men I wished 

gain as clients. The next year the surveyor raised my assessment 
to £300, and then I struck. I refused to pay a penny, and defied 

to do his worst. My office furniture was my father’s, and could 






























not be seized for my taxes. The surveyor did not apply for my 
commitment to prison, the injustice was too flagrant. ice a year 
he sent the bailiffs to make a seizure, but I had nothing of my own. 
Eventually I compromised with him on the basis that my assessment 
should not exceed twice my income. That was in the fifties, and 
from then till now my assessments have never been less than double 
my income. 

After forty years I am again driven into the corner. I ama 
mortgage solicitor, negotiating loans on mortgages and other 
securities. My neighbours borrow through me and lend through me, 
because they know that a solicitor will not betray his clients’ 
pecuniary affairs. My ledgers necessarily contain the particulars of 
these transactions. Now, in cases of mortgage the income tax 
authorities require both the borrower and the lender to make exact 
returns as to the interest paid. For years past the officials have 
demanded of me to produce my ledgers for their inspection ; they tell 
me it is useless for me to appeal against my assessments unless I shew 
them my ledgers. They want to compare the entries in my books 
with the returns made by my clients. I have persistently refused to 
‘betray my clients. As the result, the officials have gone on raising 
my assessments until my assessment has become just three times my 
income. This month I am paying an income tax of 3s. 9d. in the £ 
on the amount of my income. I can foresee no limit to this progressive 
injustice. -I am wholly at their mercy; I have no remedy against 
them, no hope of redress but in an appeal to the press. 

A Country Soxicrror. 








Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing. 


fett'ed Land—Exchange of Easements.—By section 5 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 69), it is provided that 
‘‘on an exchange or partition any easement, right, or privilege of any 
kind may be reserved or may be granted over or in relation to the 
settled land or any part thereof, or other land or an easement, right, 
or privilege of any kind‘may be given or taken in exchange or on 
partition for land or for any other easement, right, or privilege of 
any kind.” The initial words ‘‘ on an exchange or partition,” which 
apparently refer to an exchange or partition of land, do not govern 
the whole section, but only the first clause of it. Whether this first 
clause ends at ‘‘thereof” or continues so as to include “ or other 
land” does not seem to be clear; but, at any rate, the words from 
‘‘or an easement” to the end are in the second clause, and under 
them there is power to make an exchange of easements although 
there is at the same time no exchange or partition of land.—Rr 
BracKEN’s SETTLEMENT (Swinfen Eady, J., Dec. 6, 1902) (1903, 
1 Ch. 265). 








New Orders, &c. 


Statutory Rules and Orders, 1903. 
LAND, ENGLAND.—REGISTRATION, 


ORDER AS TO FEES, DATED FEBRUARY 10TH, 1903, MADE IN 
PURSUANCE OF SECTION 112 OF THE LAND TRANSFER Act, 1875, 
WITH THE CONSENT OF THE TREASURY. 


The following provisions shall apply to the fees payable on applica- 
tions for absolute title in cases where the applicant is a purchaser on 
sale, and the land is already registered or in course of registration 
with a possessory title, but only in a district where registration is 
compulsory on sale. 

1. A portion of the fees prescribed by paragraph D of the Fee 
Order of the 27th of October, 1898, shall, at the request of the 
applicant, and unless the Registrar in his discretion determines the 
‘contrary, be deferred as hereinafter provided. 

2. The following sums shall in any event be paid on the delivery of 
the application—namely : 


Where the value of the land does 


not exceed £1,000 ... son — £2. 
Where the value exceeds £1,000 £2 for the first £1,000, 


and £1 for every 
£1,000, or part of 
£1,000, up to a maxi- 
mum of £33 for over 
£31,000, 

3. The remainder of the fee shall be noted on the register as 
deferred, and shall be defrayed by the payment, by subsequent 
applicants, of either double fees, or an additional fee equal to the 
amount of the deferred fee remaining unpaid, whichever is the 
smaller, on transfers for value and charges, until the whole has been 








paid, 


~ oe 
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4. The registered proprietor may at any time, if he wishes, pay off 
wholly, or in part, the amount of the deferred fee for the time being 
remaining unpaid. 

5. Notwithstanding Rule 3 of the Fee Order of the 27th of 
October, 1898, the fees of conveyancing counsel and any costs or 
expenses incurred by the Registry on the application shall be borne by 
the Registry. 

6. As regards cases to which these Rules apply, Rule 2 of the Fee 
Order of the 27th of October, 1898, is rescinded, and the following rule 
is substituted for it :— 

(a) Where an application for registration with absolute title is 
wholly refused, the following sums shall be retained by 
the Registry, but the remainder of the fees paid shall be 
returned to the applicant :— 








Value of the Land. Sums to be retained. 
£.8. d. 
Not exceeding £1,000... - -— sats, 0 5 0 
Exceeding £1,000, and not exceeding £10,000 010 0 
eee 10 0 


Exceeding £10,000... ve eve 
e 





(b) Where an application for registration with absolute title is 
completed with a qualified title, such abatement (if any) 
in the fee may be made as the Registrar may deem 
reasonable under the circumstances of the case. 

7. Rule 17 of the Fee Order of the 29th of June, 1899, shall not 
apply to any title against which a deferred fee is noted. 
(Signed) Hatssvry, C. 
The 10th of February, 1903. 





THE LAND TRANSFER RULES, FEBRUARY, 1903. DATED FEBRUARY 
10TH, 1903. 


1. In these Rules the references to ‘‘Rules’’ are to the Land 
Transfer Rules, 1898. 

2. These Rules may be cited as the Land Transfer Rules, February, 
1903. Each Rule may be cited separately by the heading thereof 
with reference to the Land Transfer Rules, 1898. 

3. After Rule 72 the following rules shall be inserted :— 

LAND HELD FOR CHARITABLE USES. 
RULE 72a. 

The person or persons in whom is vested any land for the sale of 
which the consent of the Charity Commissioners is by statute required, 
and (where any land is vested in the Official Trustee of Charity Lands) 
the administering trustees of the charity shall for the purposes of 
section 68 of the Act of 1875 be deemed to be trustees of the land with 
a power of sale; and the Charity Commissioners shall for the purposes 
of that section be deemed to be persons whose consent is required to 
the exercise of the power of sale and may consent to an application 
made under that section accordingly. When the land is vested in the 
administering trustees they shall on an application made with such 
consent be registered as the first proprietors of it. When the land is 
vested in the Official Trustee of Charity Lands he shall be regis- 
tered as the first proprietor of it, (1) on the production of a con- 
veyance to him, or (2) on the production of an official copy of 
the order of the court, or an order of the said Commissioners vestin 
the land in him, accompanied in either case by a conveyance (if any 
to the administering trustees. The official trustee may also on an 
application shewing that under some statute the land is vested in 
him, and the production of evidence that the requirements of such 
statute have been complied with, be registered as proprietor. In 
either case a restriction shall be entered in the register and in the 
Land Certificate in Form 10a in the First Schedule hereto. 

RULE 728. 

The Charity Commissioners may, by a writing under the hand of 
their secretary, give a general consent to the registration of lands 
held for charitable uses, or a consent limited to certain classes of cases, 
and upon such terms, as to notices, restrictions, and otherwise, as they 
may, with the concurrence of the Registrar, think fit. 

RULE 72c. 

Nothing in Rule 724 and 72s shall apply to land held for charitable 
uses which can be sold without the consent of the Charity Com- 
missioners. And if the Charity Commissioners, by a writing under 
the hand of their secretary, certify in any case that any land can be 
sold without their consent, such certificate shall be conclusive for the 
purposes of registration. 

4. After Rule 100 the following rule shall be inserted : 

RvuLE 100a. 
The Official Trustee of Charity Lands may be registered as pro- 


prietor of land (subject to a restriction in Form 10a in the iret | 








a 

Schedule hereto) on the production of the following evidence, 
(1) Where the administering trustees of a Charity are registerdy 
proprietors of the land, on the production of an official copy of 
Order of the Court or an Order of the Charity Commissioners vegt 
the land in him. (2) Where the administering trustees are not » 
registered, on the production of a transfer to them, and (a) an offigyj 
copy of an order of the Court, or (b) an Order of the said Comng. 
sioners vesting the land in him. He may likewise be so registered q 
an application shewing that under some statute the land is vested 
him, and the production of evidence that the requirements of gu 
statute have been complied with. In all cases the application shall 
accompanied by the Land Certificate. 

5. In the First Schedule, after Form 10, the following form shally 
inserted : 

Form 10a. 

Restriction.—Until further order no disposition is to be register 
without the consent of the Charity Commissioners. 

The 10th of February, 1903. (Signed) HA.ssvry, ¢, 





The Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1830, and the 
Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1890 and 1891 


Pursuant to Clause 2 of Rule 3 of the Companies (Winding-up) Rul 
1890, the Board of Trade do hereby substitute the form of Liquidater 
Statement of Account set out at the foot hereof in lieu of the Form No,} 
contained in the Appendix to the Companies (Winding-up) Rules of tk 
30th April, 1891, as altered by Notices published in the London Gazettes 
the 12th January, 1892, and 21st July, 1899, respectively, and the Fom 
of Affidavit verifying Liquidator’s Statement of Account, also set outa 
the foot hereof, in lieu of the Form 75a contained in the Appendix to tk 
Companies (Winding-up) Rules of the 30th April, 1891, as altered 
Notice published in the London Gazette of the 21st July 1899, and hence. 
forth the said substituted Forms shall be the prescribed Forms of Stat. 
ment, and Affidavit verifying statement, required by sub-section 1d 
Section 15 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and the Rules ther. 
under, to be sent to the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies. 

Dated this 31st day of January, 1903. 

__ By order of the Board of Trade, 
JOHN SMITH, 
Inspector-General in Companies Liquidation, authorized in that 
behalf by the President of the Board of Trade. 


[30.] No. 75. 
No. of Company 


Form of Statement of Receipts and Payments and General Directions ast 
tements. 


Size of Sheets. 


(1.) Every statement must be on sheets 13 inches by 16 inches. 
Form and Contents of Statement. 

(2.) Every statement must contain a detailed account of all the liquidators 
realizations and disbursements in respect of the company. The statemat 
of realizations should contain a record of all receipts derived from ass 
existing at the date of the winding-up order or resolution and < 
quently realized, including balance in Bank, Book Debts and 
Collected, Property Sold, &c.; and the account of disbursements shoul 
contain all payments for costs and charges, or to creditors, or contrib 
tories. Where property has been realized, the gross proceeds of sale mut 
be entered under realizations, and the necessary payments incidental # 
sales must be entered as disbursements. These accounts should m 
contain payments into the Companies Liquidation Account (exo 
unclaimed dividends—see para. 5) or payments into or out of Bank, 
temporary investments by the liquidator, or the proceeds of such invé 
ments when realized, which should be shewn separately :— 

(a) by means of the Bank Pass Book ; 
(6) by a separate detailed statement of moneys invested by # 
liquidator, and investments realized. 

Interest allowed or charged by the bank, bank commission, &c,, # 
profit or loss upon the realization of temporary investments, should, 
ever, be inserted in the accounts of realizations or disbursements, # 
case may be. Each receipt and paymext must be entered in the acco 
in such a manner as sufficiently to explain its nature. The receipts: 
payments must severally be added up at the foot of each sheet, asd 
totals carried forward from one account to another without any in ‘ 
balance, so that the gross totals shall represent the total amounts received and 
by the liquidator respectively. 23 

Trapine Account. 

(3.) When the liquidator carries on a business, a trading account must 
forwarded as a distinct account, and the totals of receipts and paymenlé 
the trading account must alone be set out in the statement. 


Divipenps, &c. 


(4.) When dividends or instalments of compositions are paid to,red 
or a return of surplus assets is made to contributories, the total 
each dividend, or instalment of composition, or return to contributes 
actually paid, must be entered in the statement of disbursements 
sum; and the liquidator must forward separate accounts sh 
the amount of the claim of each creditor, and the amount of 
composition payable to each creditor, and of surplus assets 
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contributory, diatinguishing in each list the dividends or instalments of 
composition and shares of surplus assets actually paid and those remaining 
unclaimed. Each list must be on sheets 13 inches by 8 inches. 
» (5.) When unclaimed dividends, instalments of compositions, or returns 
of surplus assets, are paid into the Companies Liquidation Account, the 
total amount so paid in should be entered in the statement of disburse- 
_ ments as one sum. 

(6.) Credit should not be taken in the statement of disbursements for 
any amount in respect of liquidator’s remuneration unless it has been duly 
allowed by resolution of the Company in General Meeting, or by order of 


Court. 
LIQUIDATOR’S STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT. 
Pursuant to Section 15 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 
Name of Company 











Nature of proceedings (whether } 
wound up by the Court, or 
under the surpervision of (~~ 
the Court, or voluntarily) .. 

Date of commencement of winding up_ 

Date to which Statement is brought down __ 


Name and Address of Liquidator_ 











This Statement is required in duplicate. | 
LIQUIDATOR’S STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT 
Pursuant to S. 15 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 

REALIZATIONS. 








Of whom Received. 


Date. Nature of Assets Realized. 











| | 
Brought forward...| | 
| 





Carried forward -| | | 





DisBURSEMENTs. 





Date. To whom paid. | Nature of Disbursements Amount. 





h 
7 
a 


| 
| Brought forward... | 








> * 
Carried forward ... | 








*Notr.—No balance should be shewn on this Account, but only the total Realisations _ 
and Disbursements, which should be carried forward to the next Account. 


ANALYSIS OF BALANCE. Sa & 
Total Realizations  ..ccccccrccsscscccssssersee coveeess seeeee mo 
Total Disherscmaewts .o.ccceccecccescs.cecccccescvescc ccc ces =a i 
Balance .......0000. 


The Balance is made up as follows :— 
1. Cash in hands of Liquidator ....ecccccerse - ce seeseeene » ” 
Ss «. & 
2. Total payments into Bank, including 
balance at date of commencement of 








winding-up (as per Bank Book) .......06 + oe . 
Total withdrawals from Bank....... posed, 99 ” 
Balance at Bank Dt eeearngeer eel ” ” 
3. Amount in Companies Liquidation Account ......... a - 
S  @ 4 
*4. Amounts invested by Liquidator......  ,, ” 
Less Amounts realized from same......... 5, = 
FORI cccaiccctssoshessevengaanbans ” ” 
Total Balance as shown above .....£ ,, 1 


[Nore.—Fudl details of Stocks purchased for investment and of realization 
thereof should be given in a separate statement. ] 
* The investment or deposit of money by the liquidator under competent authority does 
inding-up 


not withdraw it from the tion of section 15 of the Companies (Windi ) Act, 
1890, and any such invéstments rep’ i d for six months 
be realized and paid i 





1 paid into the ies Liq in case of invest- 
ments in Government Securities, which to the con’ 
will be accepted as a sufficient compliance with the terms of the Section. 


Nore.—The Liquidator should also state— 

(Assets (after deducting amounts to 
secured creditors and debenture 

holders) .........ss0000 meyeedenntl ccvsced 

Secured Creditors ......£ 

Debenture Holders ...£ 


Unsecured Creditors...£ 


(1.) The amount of the 
estimated assets and 
liabilities at the date 4 
of the commencement 


of the winding up ... Liabilities... 





L 


(2.) Total amount of the capital paid { Paid up in cash ...... oe $ 
up at the date of the commenec- ; Issued as _ up other- 
ment of the winding up......... wise for cash...£ 


(3.) The general desc ription 
and estimated value of 
outstanding assets (if 
any) psacsehibesecesoipanoeninets \ 


(4.) The causes which delay 
the termination of the 

















-the winding up may pro- 
bably be completed...... 


[32.] No. 75a. 
No. of Company 


AFFIDAVIT VERIFYING STATEMENT OF LIQUIDATOR’S 
ACCOUNT. 


(5.) The period within which 








Insert here the title of the Company 








I ’ 

of P 
the Liquidator of the above-named Company, make oath and say: That 
* the account hereunto annexed marked ‘‘ B”’ contains a full and true account of 
my receipts and payments in the winding-up of the above-named Company, from 
RS OS RRR Eee Ee 








the , to the 


day of ss , inclusive, * and that I have not, nor has any 
other person by my order or for my use during such period, received or 
paid and moneys on account of the said Company * other than and except 
the items mentioned and specified in the said account. 

I further say that the particulars given in the annexed Form 75 marked 
‘“‘ B”’ with respect to the proceedings in and position of the liquidation are 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
SWORN AT, 


* Nore.—If no receipts or payments, strike out the words in italics. 


The Affidavit is not required in duplicate, but it must in every case be 
accompanied by a statement on Form 75 in duplicate. 











Result of Appeals. 


Appeal Court I. 
(Final List.) 

Charles Webster (1899) (Limited) e. Chapman. Appeal of plaintiffs from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated March 7, 1902, without a jury, 
Middlesex. Settled on terms. Feb. 6. 

Young and Another e. Balster and Others. Appeal of plaintiffs from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated April 10, 1902, without a jury, 
Middlesex. Allowed with costs. Feb. 6. 

Down ev. Trelaver China Clay and China Stone Co. Appeal of defendants 
from judgment of Mr. Justice Kennedy, dated March 29, 1902, Cardiff, 
Order varied ; damages reduced from £112 to £24. Feb. 6. 

(For Judgment.) 


Woodhouse. >“ of defendant from judgment of Mr. 


Surtees v. , \ 
21, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex, 


Justice Walton, dated 
Allowed with costs. Feb. 7. 
(For Hearing.) 
: (Interlocutory List.) 
Wangh ve. Binns. A of defendant from order of Mr. Justice Walton, 
dated Jan 26, 1903 (advanced by order). [Allowed with costs. Feb. 7, 
(Original Motions.) 


The Investors and Contract Agency (Limited) e. Cartwright. ay means ti 
of plaintiff to restore appeal (No. 75, K. B. Final) to list for hearing. 





Allowed with costs. Feb, 9. 


~: oy 
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Hodges r. The London and South Counties Press (Limited). 
of plaintiff for security for costs of appeal (No. 190, K. B. Final). 
£15 ordered. Feb. 9. 

McMaster and Others v. Benson. 
appeal (by order). 

Symonds v. Mercier. 
execution pending appeal. 
cause list ; costs reserved. 


Leave granted. Feb. 9. 


Stay granted till disposed of in short 
Feb. 9. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Dowden & Pook (Limited) v. Pook. Appeal of plaintiffs from order 
of Mr. Justice Bucknill, dated Jan. 5, 1902. Settled on terms. 
Feb. 9. 
Rohmann v. Wieder. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Swinfen Eady, dated Dec. 29, 1902. Allowed with costs. Feb. 9. 
Turnbull & Co. v. Rice. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Walton, dated Jan. 16, 1902. To go into short cause list. Feb. 9. 
Green v. Barnes. Application of plaintiff in person for extension of time 
for appealing (by order). Stay extended. Feb. 9. 
Wells, on behalf of himself, &c. v. Murray and Others. Appeal of defend- 
ants Murray and Hasse from order of Mr. Justice Walton, dated Jan. 19, 
1903. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 10. 
(Final List.) 
The Attorney-General (Informant) v. The Hon. Henry John Baron Montagu 
(Revenue Sid:). Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Phillimore, dated Jan. 15, 1902. Allowed with costs. Feb. 10. 


Appeal Court II. 
(General List.) 
(For Judgment.) 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The South American 
and Mexican Co. (Limited). Appeal of E. Cooper from order of Mr. 
Justice Buckley, dated May 6, 1902. Allowed with costs. Feb. 10. 

¢ (Interlocutory List.) 

Todd v. The North-Eastern Railway Co. Appeal of plaintiff from order 
of Mr. Justice Farwell, dated Jan. 14, 1903. Dismissed with costs on 
opening. Feb. 11. 

(General List.) 

The Jarrah Timber, &c., Corporation (Limited) v. Samuel. Appeal of 
defendants from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated June 20, 1902. 
Dismissed with costs on opening. Feb. 11. 

The Finchley Electric Light Co. (Limited) v. The Finchley Urban District 
Council. Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice Farwell, dated 
March 18, 1902. Allowed with costs. Feb. 11. 

Inre Thomas Tooke Trott, deceased. Thompson and Others v. Good- 


ridge. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice Joyce, dated 
June 20, 1902. Referred back to judge. Costs to be dealt with 
hereafter. Feb. 12. 


Glamorganshire Canal Navigation ». The Rhymney Railway Co. and the 
Great Western Railway Co. Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 1, 1902. Allowed with costs. Feb. 12. 


Specially-constituted Court of Appeal. 
(Final List.) 

In re an Arbitration between Hacquoil & Co. and L. Gueret (Limited). 
Appeal of defendants from judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated 
Jan. 29, 1902. Allowed with costs. Feb 6. 

Cheverton Brown v. Brooke. Appeal of defendant from judgment of Mr. 
Justice Ridley, dated Dec. 17, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex. 
Allowed with costs. Feb. 6. 

In re Arbitration between Todd, Birleston & Co. and The North-Eastern 
Railway Co. Appeal of Todd, Birleston & Co. from judgment of Mr. 
Justice Wright (special case), dated Dec. 2, 1901. Dismissed with 
costs. Feb. 9. 

Simpson v. Teignmouth and Shaldon Bridge Co. Appeal of defendant 
company from judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated Nov. 25, 1901, 
and cross-notice by plaintiff, dated Oct. 27, 1902, without a jury, 
Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 9. 

The Colour Printing Syndicate (Limited) +. The Northern Press and 
Engineering Co. (Limited). Appeal of plaintiffs from judgment of 
Mr. Justice Wright, dated Jan. 30, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex. 
Referred. Feb. 10. 

Phillips and Others r. Williams. Appeal of defendant from judgment of 
Mr. Justice Walton, dated Dec. 21, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex. 
Allowed with costs. Feb. 10. 

F. Harrison & Co. v. John Peterson and Others and Foster, and McGowan vr. 
John Peterson and Others (consolidated). Appeal of defendants from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Bigham, dated Jan. 23, 1902. Allowed 
with costs. Feb. 11. 

Countess Essarts v. Whinney. Appeal of plaintiff from judgment of Mr. 
Justice Wright, dated Jan. 18, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex. 
Dismissed with costs. Feb. 11. 

Capper, Alexander & Co. v. McLeod and Another. Appeal of defendants 
from judgment of Mr. Justice Bigham, dated Feb. 3, 1902, without a | ; 
jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 11. 

(Compiled by Mr. Anruve F. Cuarrtx, Shorthand Writer.] 


Application 


Application of defendant for leave to 


Application of defendant in person for stay of 


final apportionment was made. 
which the defendant as lessee took upon himself. 


J E. Bankes, K.C., and EF. Morten. 
A. Fossick, Maidenhead ; Lowe § Co. 


IncAND Revenve—Esrate Duty 


£27,000 upon the estate. B 


Cases of the Week. 
Court of Appeal. 


SURTEES v. WOODHOUSE. No. 1. 7th Feb. 


LanpDLorD anp TENANT—CovVENANT TO Pay ALL Present AND Fvrurg 
Ovreorncs—CoveNANT IN SvB-LEASE TO PeRrorM THE COVENANTS 1y 
THE OricginaL Lease—Pavine Expenses CHARGED ON DEMISED PReEmiggg 
Berrore Surn-Lease, BUT Becominec PayasLte ArreR—L1aBiLiTy or Svp- 
LESSEE. 

Appeal by the defendant from the judgment of Walton, J. The action 

was brought by the plaintiff against the defendant, who was the occupier 
ot a house at Maidenhead under a subdemise from the plaintiff, to recover 
£60, being the cost apportioned to the premises in the respect of certain 
private street improvement works carried out by the Corporation of 
Maidenhead. By an indenture, dated the 16th of May, 1891, one Ward, 
as lessor, demised to the plaintiff the premises in question for the term 
of seven years from the 25th of March, 1891. By the terms of the 
indenture the lessee covenanted during the term to ‘‘ pay and bear 
all present and future rates, taxes, duties, assessments, and outgoings, 
charged upon the said premises or the owner or occupier in respect 
thereof.’’ By a supplemental lease dated the 9th of September, 1892, the 
term was extended to twenty-one years, the lessee covenanting to perform 
all the covenants in the original lease. By an indenture, dated the 30th 
of November, 1899, the plaintiff demised the premises to the defendant 
for the remainder of the term less one day from the date of the lease, 
and the defendant covenanted to pay the rent, and during the term to 
observe and perform all the lessee’s covenants and conditions contained in 
the original leases, and to indemnify the plaintiff from and against all 
claims and demands in respect thereof. In September, 1899, the corpora- 
tion of Maidenhead executed certain private street improvement works 
under the Private Street Works Act, 1892, in the neighbourhood of this 
house. The works were completed on the 7th of October.: The final 
apportionment of expenses was made on the 11th of December, 1899— 
that was to say, after the date of the sub-demise ; and the amount payable 
in respect of this house was £60. The plaintiff paid to the successor in 
title of Ward, her lessor, this £60, as being an ‘‘ outgoing’’ which she 
was liable to pay under the terms of the covenant in the original lease of 
May, 1891, and she sought in this action to recover this sum from the 
defendant under the terms of the indenture of subdemise of November, 
1899. Walton, J., held that though, under the decision in Stock y, 
Meakin (48 W..R. 420; 1900, 1 Ch. 683), the expenses became a.charge 
upon the premises from the date of the completiow of the works, still the 
amount thereof did not become payable until the final apportionment, 
which was made after the date ot the sub-demise to the defendant, and 
that therefore the expenses came within the werds of the lease of 1891, 
‘*all present and future outgoings,’’ which the defendant had by the sub- 
demise of the 30th of November, 1899, covenanted to pay. He therefore 
gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendant appealed. 
Tne Court (Vaucnan WriiuiaMs, Striruine, and Marnew, L.JJ.), having 
taken time to consider, allowed the appeal. 
Vaucuan Wits, L.J., said that the question was whether under the 
lease of 1899 the covenant by the lessee covered an outgoing which was 
charged upon the demised premises before the date of the lease, but which 
did not become payable until afterwards. If it did, the defendant was 
liable under his covenant in the sub-demise of the 30th of November, 1899. 
In his opinion the words ‘‘ all present and future outgoings charged upon 
the premises,”’ did not include an outgoing charged upon the premises 
before the date of the lease, but becoming payable after that date. The 
words ‘‘ present and future ’’ were inserted for the purpose of covering 
outgoings of a kind not in existence at the date of the lease. ‘The defendant, 
therefore, was not liable. 

Sririine, L.J., concurred. Stock v. Meakin decided that an outgoing 

such as the present became charged upon the premises as from the date of 

the completion of the works. In his opinion it also became charged on the 
owner as from the same date. The amount, however, was not payable 
until after the date of the sub-demise to the defendant. The covenant 
which the defendant undertook to perform was during the term to pay all 
present and future outgoings ‘‘ charged ’’ upon the premises, not out- 
goings payable. This particular outgoing was charged upon the premises 
before the commencement of the defendants’ term, though the charge 
could not be enforced against either the premises or the owner until the 
In his opinion this was not an outgoing 


Marnew, L.J., concurred.—Counsen, Danckwerts, K.C., and Scarlett ; 
Soticrrors, Thorneycroft § Willis, for 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Es1., Barrister-at-Law. | 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. LORD MONTAGY. No. 1. 10th Feb. 


Serriep Estare—Morroeace ny Tenant 
vor Lire aND ReMaINDERMAN—MortGaGe ror Benerir or ReMAINDER- 
MAN—INDEMNITY TO TENANT FOR Lire—Va.Lvur ov Property Passtne 
on Deatn or Tenant ror Lire-—Frinance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. ©. 
30), ss. 1, 2 (1) (%), 7 (7). 

Appeal from the judgment of Phillimore, J. (reported 50 W. R. 270; 


1902, 1K. B. 429). upon an information by the Attorney-General claiming 
estate duty from the defendant, the tenant for life of the Ditton Park 


state, upon the whole of the estate without deducting a mortgage for 
the will of the Duke of Buccleuch and 
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puccleuch and Queensberry for her life, with remainder to the defendant 
for life, with remainder to the defendant’s first and other sons in tail male, 
with remainders over. On the 28th of May, 1888, the duke being then 
dead, a disentailing deed was executed by the defendant and his eldest 
sn, With the consent of the duchess as protector of the settlement, the 
astate being resettled, subject to the life estate of the duchess, to such 
uses as the defendant and his son should jointly appoint. On the 29th of 
Yay; 1888, the aforesaid parties to the deed of resettlement, including the 
duchess, executed a mortgage on the estate for £27,000, which sum was 
advanced by the mortgagees to the defendant and his eldest son, the 

i personal covenants for repayment being entered into by the 
defendant and his son only ; and by a deed of even date the defendant and 
his eldest son covenanted to protect the life interest of the duchess in the 
property, and to indemnify her against all actions, suits, proceedings, 
daims, and demands in respect,of the mortgage debt. The mortgage 
was created wholly for the benefit of the defendant and his eldest son, or 
one of them, and the duchess and her estate were in fact kept indemnified 
by them. In 1895 the duchess died, and the Crown now sought to make 
the defendant, the present tenant for life, liable under the Finance Act, 
1994, ss. 1, 2 (1) (2), and 7 (7), to pay estate duty upon the full value of 
the property which had been subject to the life interest of the duchess. 
The defendant contended that he was only liable to pay estate duty upon 
the equity of redemption which passed to him upon the death of the 
duchess. Phillimore, J., gave judgment for the Crown. The mortgage 
was created solely for the benefit of the defendant, the duchess receiving 
nothing in respect of it, and the life estate of the duchess was protected by 
the indemnity given by the defendant and his son. Under those circum- 
stances the estate of the duchess while tenant for life in no way suffered 
by reason of the mortgage. He was of opinion that the interest which 

to the defendant was the full value of the estate, and that no 
deductions ought to be made in respect of the mortgage. The defendant 
appealed. 

- Courr (VaveHan Wiuttams, Srirtinc, and Matuew, L.JJ. 
allowed the appeal. é 

Vavenan Wiis, L.J., said it was not disputed that the legal 
effect of the mortgage was to convey the fee simple in the Ditton estate to 
the mortgagees, and nothing was leftin the duchess except her life estute 
in the equity of redemption. ‘The question as to the estate duty payable 
on the death of the duchess in respect of the estate depended on section 1 
of the Finance Act, 1894, It was said that estate duty ought to be paid 
as if the life estate of the duchess had continued as it was under the will 
of the duke, because of the indemnity given to the duchess at the date of 
the mortgage. In his opinion the giving of the indemnity had no such 
effect. in his judgment nothing passed on the death of the duchess 
within section 1 of the Act except the equity of redemption. Lord Davey’s 
words in Earl Cowley v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (47 W. R. 525, at 
p. 530; 1899, A. C. 198, at p. 219) were prophetic of the present case : 
“Since the decision in Attorney-General v. Beech (47 W. R. 257; 1899, 
A. C. 53), it cannot be denied that if a tenant for life and remainderman 
in fee combine to sell settled property, it is thereby taken out of the settle- 
ment, and does not pass, and it is not to be deemed to pass, on the death 
of the life tenant. And I think the result must be the same if, instead of 
selling, they combine to create a mortgage in fee upon the settled property. 
Pro tanto the property is taken out of the settlement, and what passes on 
the death of the tenant for life is the equity of redemption only.’’ Those 
words exactly covered the present case. The equity of redemption in the 
estate only passed on the death of the duchess, and estate duty was only 
payable on the principal value of that. 

Srtine and Marnew, L.JJ., coneurrei.—Covnsen, Danckwerts, K.C., 
and Austen-Cartmell ; Sir Robert Finlay, A.G., Sir Edward Carson, 8.G., and 
Vaughan Hawkins. Soutcrrors, Nicholl, Manisty, § Co. ; Solicitor of Inland 
Revenue. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


RANDT GOLD MINING CO. v. NEW BALKIS ERSTELING CO. 
3rd and 4th Feb. 


Company Law—Forrerrvurr or Snarrs—Sare or Forrerrep SHarrs— 
Lianmiry or Purcnaser ror Amount Unrpamp—Compantes Act, 1862, 
Taste A, art. 22. 


Appeal of Bucknill, J. This was an action to recover £2,605 5s., being 
a call of 1s. 8d. a share made on 40,000 shares of 5s. each in the plaintitt 
company held by the defendant company. ‘he shares in question were 
mmces by the defendant company from the plaintiff company, they 

aving been forfeited for the non-payment of calls by the previous owners, 
the African Gold Properties (Limited). The certificate given by thé 
plaintiff company was in the form given by Table A, art. 22, and certified 
that the New Balkis Ersteling Co. was the holder of 40,000 shares on 
which the sum of 3s. 4d. had been paid. ‘The remaining 1s. 8d. per share 
had been called up and was payable by the African Gold Properties 
(Limited , Who were the holders of the said shares prior to the same being 
forfeited, and the New Balkis Ersteling Co. was to be deemed the holder 
of the shares discharged from all calls due prior to the date hereof, The 
tighth article of the articles of association gave power to the directors to 

xe calls for the amount remaining from time to time unpaid on the 
8. The judge gave judgment for the plaintiff company. 

Lord Haisnury, L.C.—The Companies Act is a creation of the Legis- 
lature, and we must look at the sections of the Act in the light of the 
the whole scheme. The scheme of the Act was to create a partnership in 
trading concerns with limited liability. ‘That partnership provided for a 
certain capital divided into shares of a certain value. ‘The Legislature has 
provided that the nominal value of those shares must be paid in cash. 
Will not stop to inquire if all the decisions are in consonance with that 


_ 


can do away with that. The Legislature has also provided that the 
governing body may call up the amount remaining unpaid, and if the 
amount was not paid could forfeit shares. The shareholder loses all his 
right in the partnership, but he was still liable to pay the amount due. 
The company then had power to sell the shares. Although the purchaser 
of the shares was relieved’ from the payment of past calls, there was 
nothing in the Act which-rélievedhim ‘from the payment of any sum not 
paid on the shares. The | is really concluded by that statement of 
facts. The words in Table’A are not intended otherwise than to preserve 
new shareholders’ rights, and not to relieve them from the amount due on 
shares. Ifa call was made on the shares it made no difference that there 
had been a previous call. Of course, if the amount has been paid, there 
is an end of the matter; but if it has not been paid, to say that the new 
shareholder is not liable would not carry out the intention of the Legis- 
lature that the capital of the company should be preserved intact. But 
for article 22 the old shareholder might say that the call was made 
irregularly, and might attack the title of the new shareholders. In my 
opinion it is impossible to say that article 22 deals with any question other 
than that of title. I will not go outside this case, but no question of any 
bargain can arise here, as the plaintiffs have simply written out article 22. 
They have protected the defendants’ title but they still remain liable for the 
.amount unpaid on the shares. . Appeal dismissed. —Covunset, 4. I. 
Lawrence and C. C. Scott; Sir R. Reid and Clauson. Soxicrrors, Henderson, 
Aikin, §& Son; Dale, Newman, §& Hood. 
[Reported by ALan Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


F. P. DOWN & CO. v. TRELAVER CHINA AND CHINA STONE CO. 
No.1. 6th Feb. 


Practice—Action To Recover Price or Goops Sotp anp De.tiverEp— 
Derence Tuat Time or Crepir Hap Nor Exprrep, anp FurtsHer Tat 
Goops Suprtrep Were Nor Wr To Warrantry—Payment Into Covurr 
with A DenraL or THE Priarnrirrs’ Cause or AcTtion—VALUE or Goops 
Founp More Tuan Sum Pam Intro Court, nut Less Toan Ciarin— 
JupGMENT YoR PLarntirr with Costs or Action—R. 8. C. XXII. 6. 


Appeal by the defendants from a judgment entered with costs for the 
plaintiffs at the trial of the action before Kennedy, J., at the Cardiff 
As:izes. The plaintiffs entered into a contract dated the 24th of October, 
19U1, under which they were to supply coals to the defendants of a certain 
quality to be paid for by bills at three months. Under the contract a large 
consignment of coals was delivered on the 19th of December, 1901. The 
detendants accepted delivery, and something was then said about the coals 
not being up to the staridard, and when the bills were presented the 
defendants refused to accept them. On the 8th of January, 1902, the writ 
was taken out in this action, the claim being for £148 14s., the price 
of coals sold and delivered. Im defence the defendants pleaded 
that when the writ was served the time of credit had not expired, 
and further, that the said coal supplied was of inferior quality and 
not worth by 3s. 6d. a ton the agreed price. They offered 
however, to settle the action by paying £101 14s. for the coal, and 
as that offer was refused they paid that amount into court. At the 
trial at Cardiff on the 29th of March, 1902, the point was taken by the 
defendants that the action could not be maintained because the time 
of credit had not expired, but Kennedy, J., overruled that objection, 
being of opinion that the payment into court admitted liability for 
a part of the price claimed and was inconsistent with this plea. The 
case was then fought out on the second question—namely, whether 
the money brought into court was sufficient to cover the value of 
the goods. Evidence on both sides having been given, the judge 
found that the coal was in fact of inferior quality, but he held that it was 
worth £112, or £11 more than the defendants had paid into court, but £35 
less than the plaintiffs claimed. He accordingly gave judgment, with 
costs, for the plaintiffs for £11, and directed that the money in court should 
be paid over to them. The plaintiffs’ costs having been taxed at £124, 
the defendants appealed on the ground that Kennedy, J., was wrong in dis- 
regarding the first plea raised in their defence, which, if he had not ruled in- 
admissible, must have resulted in judgment being entered for them with costs. 
They submitted that there was m fact only this one defence pleaded, and 
that the further plea that the coals were of inferior quality was an alternative 
defence. [Sriniixc, L.J.—What the defendants should have pleaded was 
that the time of payment had not come, and counterclaimed for damages 
by reason of the coal delivered not being up to standard. If the defend- 
ants had done that they must have won all round, but instead they paid 
money into court as being sufficient to cover the claim. By doing that 
they raised a new and entirely different issue—namely, the value of the 
coal, and on that they failed.] During the argument Tur Count intimated 
that they would not disturb the finding of Kennedy, J., that the sum 
paid into court was too little to satisfy the claim by £11 ; and the argument 
then turned on the form of the pleadings, the point at issue being whether 
the plaintiff was entitled’ to judgment with costs under ord. 22, r. 6, 
assuming that the payment into court by the defendant raised a different 
issue to that pleaded in the statement of claim, and Berdan v. Greenwood (3 
Ex. D. 257) was discussed. [Vavenan Wutuiams, L.J.—Under the 
circumstances it seems to me shocking to go back to the pleadings 
and to argue that the judge ought to have entertained the 
first plea—the plea that the time of credit had not expired—and 
was wrong in not entering judgment for the defendant. At the 
same time, although we think that the plaintiff was entitled to judgment 
at the trial, he was in default as to the quality of the coal supplied, and 
as his claim was reduced, although not to a figure below that sum which 
the defendant had paid into court, we think it would be equally shocking 
that he should have the whole costs of the actiou.] [Maraxw, L.J.—I take 
the same view, and the only question is how much the plaintiff will 





view, but that is what was intended by the Act, and no indirect bargain 
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settle.] Counsel being unable to come to terms, asked that their lordships 
‘would deal with the question, as they were content to leave it entirely in 
the hands of the court. 
“Vavenan WiitraMs, L.J.—We think that the taxed costs, which we 

understand are £124, must be reduced by £100. 

Counsel for the plaintiff.—Does your lordship mean that we are to 
return the defendant £100 of the sum paid us for costs of the action? 

Vavenan Wits, L.J.—Yes, and we make no order as to the costs of 
this appeal. 

Srreuixc and Maruew L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Lincoln Reed; 
Baithache. Soxtcrrors, Sydney James, for J. M. Bennetts, Truro; Riddell § 
Co., for Vatchell § Oo., Carditt, 


[Reported by Erskine Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


SIMPSON v. TEIGNMOUTH AND SHALDON BRIDGE CO. No, 1. 
6th and 9th Feb. 


Totrs—Bicyctes—Carriace Hune on Sprincs—5 Geo, 4, c. cxiv., 8. 78 


This was an appeal from Wright, J. The case; stated by consent, set 
out the following facts: On the 17th of December, 1900, the plaintiff, a 
member of the Cyclists’ Touring Club, was desirous of riding over the 
bridge built by the defendant company, and tendered the sum of 1d. as 
toll, but the gatekeeper refused to let him pass unless he paid the sum of 
2d., and this was an action to recover the sum of 1d. paid under duress 
and under protest in order to ride over the bridge. The defendant 
company charge tolls by virtue of an Act passed in the fifth year of 
George the Fourth, which empowered the defendants to build the bridge 
and charge tolls. Section 78 of the Act sets out the following tolls: 
For every person on foot and for a wheelbarrow or-such like carriage the 
sum of ld. For every coach, chariot, hearse, chaise, Berlin landau and 
eae gig, whiskey car, chair or coburg, and for every other carriage 

ung on springs the sum of 6d. for each wheel, and for each horse or beast 
of draught drawing the same the sum of 2d. For every wagon, timber 
carriage, wain, dray, truck, cart, or such like carriage, with or without 
springs, the sum of 6d. ‘per wheel, and for each horse or other beast of 
draught drawing the same the sum of 2d. Wright, J., held that a bicycle 
Was a carriage hung upon springs, but he held that under the section the 
carriages referred to were limited to those drawn by horses or other beasts 
.of burden. He therefore gave judgment for the plaintiff. The following 
cases were cited in the course of argument: Zaylor v. Goodwin (27 W. R. 
489,4Q. B. D. 228), Williams v. Ellis (28 W. R. 416, 5 Q. B. D. 175), 
Plymouth Ti ys Vv. General Tolls (Limited) (14 Times L. R. 531), Cannon 
v. Earl of Abingdon (48 W. R. 470; 1900, 2 Q. B. 66). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Hatssury, C., Lord Atversronr, C.J., and Sir F. 
Jeune, President, Probate Division) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Hatssvry, C.—I donot see my way to differ from the judgment of 
the court below ; the case seems to me tobe indistinguishable from that of 
Williams v. Ellis. The scope of the thing intended to be taxed must be 
“looked at in order to see whether it fairly corresponded to what was 
intended to be taxed. If it did the fact that it was called by a different 
name would not matter. It is not immaterial to consider the tolls imposed 
by the Act. Ifthe defendants are right they would be entitled to charge 
6d, on each wheel. Although they do not enforce their full rights, such a 
charge could not have been in contemplation of the Legislature. In my 
view a bicycle is not a carriage within the clause contended for by the 
defendants. 

Lord Axversronr, C.J., and Sir F. Jzunz concurred.—Covnsei, Duke, 
K.C,, and H. B. Shaw ; Macmorran, K.C , and Chester Jones. Soxicrrors, 
Busk, Mellor, § Norris ; L. J. Williams. 

[Reported by Atay Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law]. 
BENNETT v. STONE. No. 2. 2nd Feb. 


VeENvor AND PurcnaserR—Conpitions or Sate—Witrvt Deravit—Form 
or ConveyaNce—Honest Mistaxe—VeEnpDoR IN Possesston—ACCOUNT OF 
Rents anp Prorirs Nor on rue Footrnc or Wirt Deravtt—OccuPpaTiIon 
Rent—Losses Incurrep px Venpor Waite Carryinc on Bvsiness— 
INTEREST ON PURCHASE-MONEY. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. (reported 50 W. R. 
118; 1902, 1 Ch. 226). By an agreement dated the 26th of September, 
1898, the defendants agreed to sell to the plaintiff some land in Surrey for 
' £75,000; of which £1,000 was to be paid immediately as.a deposit and the 
residue on the 2nd of January, 1899. By article 2 it was provided that 
on the purchaser paying his purchase-money on the date aforesaid he 
should as from the 25th of December, 1898, be let into possession or into 
receipt of the rents and profits, and up to that day all rents, rates, taxes, 
and outgoings should (if nece ) be apportioned, and if from any cause 
whatever other than the wilful default of the vendors the completion of 
the purchase was delayed beyond the 2nd of-January, 1899, and the agree- 
ment should not be cancelled and the deposit forfeited by the vendors 
under the last clause thereof, the purchase-money should bear interest at 
the rate of 5 per cent. per annum to the day of actual payment thereof. 
The deposit was paid, but the purchase was not completed on the 21d 
of January, 1899. The draft conveyance furnished by the plaintiff con- 
tained words securing to him the benefit of certain covenants which had 
been entered into by one Mrs. Cunliff with the defendants to do certain 
mon 0 with respect to the land. The defendants added to this clause 
Ww restrictive of this assurance. The plaintiff objected to this addition, 
and on the 22nd of June, 1899, commenced an action for specific perform- 
ance. On the 2nd of February, 1900, Buckley, J., holding that the 
defendants were wrong in insisting of the additions, pronounced judgment 
for specific performance and ordered that interest uf any) be computed at 
the rate of 5 per cent. on the £74,000, or at such lower rate as the same 
might be reducible to under the contract from the 2nd of January, 1899; 








the judgment also ordered “‘ an account of the rents and profits of the saiq 
hereditaments received by the defendants or by any other person or persons 
by the order or for the use of the defendant”’ since the 2nd of Jannary, 
1899. By his certificate, dated the 13th of January, 1901, the master 
found that the amount of the interest due from the plaintiff to the defend. 
ants was £8,661 12s. 6d., and: that the defendants had received on account 
of the rents and profits of the hereditaments £776 18s., and that the 
had paid or were entitled to be allowed on account thereof £1,797 6s, 10d, 
It appeared that the tenant of about two-thirds of the land had given 
up possession on the 29th of September, 1899, and that the defendants, 
instead of letting his farm, had entered into possession themselves and 
for the purpose of working ‘it had purchased quantities of farming stock 
and utensils ; the sums paid for these, as well as £469 11s. 9d. paid to 
the outgoing tenant in respect of his tenant right, were included in the 
£1,797 6s. 10d. The plaintiff took out & summons to vary the certificate 
(1) By disallowing the amount allowed for interest ; (2) by disallowing such 
of the expenses comprised in the £1,797 6s. 10d. (including £469 Lls, 94.) 
as were incurred by the defendants, in consequence of their farming the 
land themselves ; (3) by charging the defendants with an occupation rent 
in respect of this land which they did not let. Buckley, J., held that there 
had been no such wilful default on the part of the vendors as to disentitle 
them to interest. He allowed the defendants the £469 11s. 9d. as a 
necessary disbursement on taking over the farm from the outgoing tenant, 
but refused to allow them any sum for the losses incurred in carrying on 
the farm. He also refused to charge the defendants with any occupation 
rent. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Srretinc and Cozens-Harvy, L.JJ., Vavenan Wiss, 
L.J., dissenting) disrnissed the appeal. 

Vaucuan Wiis, L.J., delivered judgment to the effect that the 
conduct of the vendors in insisting on having the conveyance in a form 
which they were not entitled to amounted to wilful default on their part. 
Consequently to give them interest on the purchase-money would be to 
allow them to take advantage of their own wrong. His lordsbip was 
therefore of opinion that the appeal should be allowed. 

Srmurme, L.J.—The first question that it is necessary to consider is 
whether the vendor has been guilty of wilful default. According to the 
rule laid down in Re Young and Harston’s Contract (34 W. R. 84, 31 Ch. D. 168) 
a vendor commits a default if he fails to do something which he ought 
reasonably to do, regard being had to the terms of the contract which he 
has entered into with the purchaser, and is guilty of wilful default 
if he so fails when he is a free agent and knows what he is doing and 
intend to do what he does. It follows that the vendor may be guilty of wilful 
default although: he may not have any intention of breaking his contract; 
and this appears to be clearly recognized in Re Hetley and Marston's Contract 
(42 W. R. 19; 1893, 3 Ch. 269). It was subsequently held in Re Mayor of 
London and Tubbs’ Contract (1894, 2 Ch. 526) that the rule laid down in Re Young 
and Harston’s Contract does not apply to cases of ‘‘ honest mistake or oversight.” 
But it appears from the judgment in that case that the general rule laid 
down in Re Young and Harston’s Contract was not intended to be departed 
from. Nor do I think it was intended to lay down that every case of 
honest mistake lies without that rule ; so to hold would seem to me to be 
inconsistent with the decision in Re Hetling and Merton’s Contract. 1 
attach great: weight to the observations made by Lord Lindley in Re Mayor 
of London and Tubbs’ Contract on the meaning of the word ‘‘ wilful” ; they 
appear to me to indicate with sufficient clearness for ordinary purposes 
how the line ought to be drawn in this class of cases. It is important 
also to observe that there the vendors in answer to the purchasers 
requisitions admitted their mistake and proceeded to rectify it. The 
decision therefore only covers the case of a mistuke honestly made 
at first, and not persisted in when called to the vendors’ attention; 
it is a different matter where a vendor has in the first instance been led 
through mistake or inadvertence into some act or omission which amounts 
to a default, but persists in it when it is called to his attention. In that 
state of things it seems to me that a default originally attributable to 
mistake or inadvertence may become wilful. It was argued that the 
decision in Re Mayor of London and Tubbs’ Contract only applies where a 
vendor makes a mistake as to title. I agree with Buckley, J., in thinking 
that this distinction is not well founded. It seems to me that the rule 
must be the same whether the mistake of the vendor relates to title or 
evidence of title or conveyance. I wish, however, to point out that not 
every failure on the part of a vendor to fulfil his contract is a “‘ default”; 
in each case the circumstances must be looked at, and if it tums 
out that the vendor using reasonable care has failed to observe some 
matter which gives rise to a proper requisition on the part of the 
purchaser, but proceeds with reasonable diligence to comply with the 
requisition he is not guilty of a default: Re Wood and Lewis’ Contract (4 
W. R. 643 ; 1898, 2 Ch. 211). In the present case the default complained 
of is the refusal of the vendors to execute a conveyance to the purchaser 
the form required by the purchaser. Buckley, J., decided that the vendors 
were bound to execute a conveyance without the addition on which they 
insisted. This decision has not been appealed*from, and in my judgment 
it was perfectly right. ‘Then did the vendors act reasonably in refusing be 
comply with the purchasers’ requirements as to the form of conveyance! 
In my opinion they did not act reasonably ; they therefore committed 4 
default ; they did'so deliberately, and consequently were guilty of wilful 
default during part at least of the time subsequent to the 2ist of June, 
1899. Secondly, was the delay in- completion of the purchase attributable 
to the default of the purchaser. Buckley, J., was of opinion that the real 
cause of the delay was that the purchaser was not provided with the money 
to complete his purchase, and I am unable to differ from this conclusion. 
The real cause of delay, therefore, not being the wilful default of the 
vendor, it appears to me that the purchaser, insisting as he does 02 
specific performance of the contract, cannot be relieved from payment of 
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interest. ‘To hold otherwise would, in my opinion, be inconsistent with 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Mayor of London and Tubbs’ Con- 
tract, where the same point arose, and all the learned judges 


for interest. On this last ground, therefore, I think the appeal fails. 


personal 

19th of December, 1839, a testator, as to all his ready 
agreed that | securities for moneys, stock in any of the 
even if the vendors were guilty of wilful default the P panaenn’ was liable | residue, and remainder of his estate and 


estate, is sufficient to pass real estate. By his will, dated the 
i thoney, stocks, 

blic funds, and all the rest, 
ects, gave and bequeathed the 


same to trustees, their executors, administrators, and . There was 


- Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—Under a contract which is silent as to possession | no express trust for conversion of real estate. Throughout the will there 
and as to interest, from the time when the purchaser could prudently take | were no expressions peculiarly applicable to real estate. He usually spoke 


possession, that is when a good title is first shewn, the parties in the view of 
a court of equity change characters. The purchaser becomes the owner of 
the land and entitled to the rents and profits, and bound to discharge out- 
goings, and the vendor becomes entitled to the purchase-money with interest 
until actual payment, whether the interest is greater or less than the rents 
and profits is wholly immaterial. There may, however, be conduct on the 
t of the vendor or of the purchaser which suffices to relieve the pur- 
chaser, wholly or in part, from the liability to pay interest. As when the 
purchaser, complaining of delay, informs the vendor that the purchase- 
money is lying idle on deposit at a bank, and that he will object to pay 
anything beyond the bank interest. As it is often difficult to ascertain 
precisely when this change would take place, it has long been usual 
to insert express stipulations fixing a date for completion, without 
reference to the question whether a good title has been shewn, from which 
date the purchaser is to be entitled to the rents and profits and the vendor 
is to be entitled to interest. Such a stipulation recognizes that in dealing 
with land in England it is the rule, and not the exception, that actual 
completion does not take place on the day named. There are two forms 
of stipulation: the first says that ‘‘if from any cause whatever’ the 
urchase is not completed on the day named, the purchaser shall pay 
interest at the agreed rate; the second adds the words “other than 
the wilful default of the vendor.’’ The courts have so construed the 
first of these forms as to prevent a vendor from taking advantage of 
his own wrong: Williams y. Glenton (1 Ch. App. 200), Re Woods and 
Lewis’ Contract (46 W. R. 643; 1898, 2 Ch. 211). The second of 
these forms may be somewhat more extended in favour of the 
purchaser, but I do not think the difference is great. If both vendor 
and purchaser are to blame, the exception of wilful default of the vendor 
has no operation, and, indeed, the court will always struggle to prevent the 
purchaser receiving the rents and profits without any correlative liability 
to pay interest on his purchase-money: Birch v. Joy (3 H. L. Cas. 565). 
Moreover, the second form does not apply, though the purchaser is in no 
way to blame, if the delay is due to an inability on the of the vendor 
to make out a title in due time, or to what has been called by Lord Lindley 
‘‘an honest mistake ’’ on his part. There are three classesof objection or 
difficulty which may arise in completing a purchase; first, objection to 
the vendor’s title ; second, objections to the evidence or proof of title ; 
third, objections as to the form of the conveyance. e distinction 
between a question of title and a question of conveyance is very refined, 
The court, either on a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, or 
in an action for specific performance, deals with objections of each of these 
three classes, and, as a rule, visits the unsuccessful litigant with the costs 
of the litigation. I am not, however, aware that any such distinction has 
ever been drawn, and that a vendor wrongfully refusing to comply with an 
objection to title should be deemed not guilty of a wilful default, but 
would be deemed guilty of wilful default if the objection were one as to 
conveyance and not as to title. In either case the vendor may act with 
perfect honesty and under skilled advice, and I can see no reason 
why, having regard to the difficulties incident to the law of real 
property and the practice of conveyancing, any such distinction 
should be drawn. Reference has been made to Re Young and 
Harston’s Contract (34 W, R. 84, 31 Ch. D. 168) and R- Heiliny und Merton’s 
Contract (42 W. R. 19; 1893, 3 Ch. 269). In those cases all difficulties, 
alike of title and conveyance, had been got rid of, and it was naturally 
held that the vendor claiming interest would be taking advan of his 
own wrong. Applying these observations to the present case, 1 cannot 
regard the view taken by the vendors, acting under the advice of counsel, 
as to the proper form of the conveyance as other than an honest though 
mistaken view. ‘They were made in consequence to pay the costs of ‘the 
action, but I cannot hold that there was within the meaning of the rule 
any such wilful default as to exempt the purchaser from his liability to 
pay interest. This covers the period up to judgment. With respect to 
the period since the judgment it is impossible to say that the delay was 
due solely to the vendors. The plaintiff denied his liability to pay any 
interest and took the judgment in a form which enabled him to raise this 
point. He also contended that the defendants ought to be charged. with 
an occupation rent. These two contentions he raised in the proceedings 
before the master and upon his summons to the master’s certificate, 
and he has again raised them in the notice of ap to this court. In 
these circumstances I think the plaintiff is liable to pay interest not 
merely for the period before action, but also for the whole period from the 
writ until the actual completion shall take place. 1 am aware that the 
rents and profits are small and the interest is large, but in my view the 
rights of the parties cannot depend upon this. In my opinion the appeal 
ought to be dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Henry Terrell, K.C., and Sheldon ; 
Astbury, K.C., and Dunham. Soxscrronrs, R. Davies § Son ; Henry White. 


[Reported by J. I. Srintixa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
KIRBY-SMITH v, PARNELL. Buckley, J. 5th and 6th Feb. 


Wuit—Conesrruction—Girt anp Bravest or Resipuary EstaTe AND 
Errecrs—T rusts APPLICABLE TO Personal Estate. 


of the income of the property as “the interest, dividends, and annual 
proceeds of the said trust moneys, stocks, funds, and securities.” The 
ultimate trust of ‘the said trust moneys” was to his brother, “his 
executors, administrators, and assigns.”” There was a power to vary 
“the securities of the trust money,” and a power to appoint 
new trustees, with a direction that “ the said trust moneys, stocks, 
funds, and securities’? should ‘be transferred into the names of the 
trustees for the time being. The. testator died in 1878, having in 1860 
become entitled to the real estate in question. The plaintiff said that the 
real estate passed under the will. The defendant that there had been 
an intestacy. On behalf of the plaintiff it was urged that the words 
“ estate and effects” were sufficient to pass real estate, and that there was 
no resulting trust in favour of the heir of the testator. All that was 
wanting to make the trusts of the will applicable to real estate was a 
power to convert, which was supplied by the power to vary investments : 
Re Garnett and Orme (25 Ch. D., at p. 599). But even that was not 
necessary. .D’Almaine v. Moseley (1 Drew. 629), Fullerton v. Martin (22 
L. J..Ch. 893), and Lloyd v. L (7 Eq. 458) were relied on. On behalf of 
the defendant it was conten that the real estate did not pass to the 
trustees, because there was neither a trust for sale, nor any word or 
expression properly applicable to real estate. Doe v. Buckner (6 T. R. 610), 
Pogson v. Thomas (6 Bing. N. C. 337), Coard v. Holdernesse (20 Beav. 147), 
and Re Holloway (60 L. 'T. 46) were cited in support of those propositions. 
Secondly, assuming that the real estate did , it was contended on the 

mg of Dunnage v. White (1J. & W. 583) and Longley v. fer ge (13 
Eq. 133) that there had been a resulting trust in favour of the heir of the 
testator. ’ 


Bucxuey, J., in the course of his judgment said that the —— 
which were applicable were that the whole will ought to be in order 
to ascertain the intention, that he ought to lean against an intestacy, that 
technical words ought to be given their technital meaning, unless they 
were found to be used in another sense, and that the established rules 
of construction ought to be applied. The relative rules of con- 
struction were discussed in D’ Almaine v. Mi (at p. 633). From that 
case it pont that the word ‘‘ estate’ if used by itself was stfficient’to 
pass real estate, but it might be coupled with other words. If the other 
words would, without the word ‘‘estate,’’ not be sufficient to pass all the 
personal estate, then the word “estate ’’ would be considered as used to 
effect a complete passing of the personal estate. But if the other words 
were sufficient to pass all the personal estate—as was the case with the 
word “‘ effects ’’—and it was clear from the rest of the will that the testator 
did not mean to confine his gift to personal estate, then the word “estate” 
must be read as intended to real estate. From Sawmarez v. Saumarez 
(4 My. & Cr., at p. 339) it appeared that if it was clear that the testator 
meant to give the residue of his property, whatever it was, i 
immaterial that he gave directions applicable only to the personal estate. 
On reading the provisions of the.will he came 

the testator meant to di of all that he had. 
with the authorities, saying that the i 
down in Fullerton v. Martin and D’Almaine v. 
all that could be gathered from Dunnage v.. White, Coard v 

and Longley v. Longley was that, in the case of the particular wills 
i used so plainly indi 


He therefore thought that, on the construction of the present will, 
real estate did pass, and that there was no resulting trust.—CovunssL, 
Astbury, K.C., and W. A. Peck; Buckmaster, K.C., and’ J. M. Gover. 
Soxscrrons, Grifith § Gardiner, for Bignold ¢ Pollard, Norwich ; Crowders, 
Vizard, § Oldham, for Dennis § Faulkner, Northampton. 

(Reported by H. L. Ormistox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
In the Goods of CUTHBERT ROWLAND LAKE (DECEASED). Bares, J. 


Pronate—Leave To Swear Deatnu. 
This was a motion for leave to swear the death of Mr. Cuthbert Rowland 


In April, 1901, Mr. Lake left England for Sydney, N.S.W., where he had 
obtained the position of assistant master of a school, and from 
time to time he had corresponded with his parents and family at home, his 
letters being couched in most affectionate terms, the last one from him 


being dated the 3rd of Jan 1902. It appeared from the affidavits that. 
on the 28th of January Mr. e left hie lodeings at Clifton, North Sydney, 


in the afternoon, taking a volume of Shakespeare and his stick an 
with him. He did not return, but two days later those articles were fo 
near the edge of a cliff rising 300 feet above the sea. There could be little 
doubt, it was contended; that he had somehow fallen over it into the sea, 
and the fact that the body hed not been. soovesedl wes jaobabt to be 
explained by the tide or currents in the sea having washed it out into the 
oe The presumed deceased died intestate, but was insured in the 
ergy Mutual Assurance Society, and the company was prepared to meet 
the policy on letters of administration being produced and on a bond 


fe 





The substantial question at issue in this action was whether a bequest of 
‘estate and effects,” followed by trusts which are mainly applicable to 


indemnity being given, 
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Barnes, J., gave leave to swear the death on or since the 25th of 
January, 1902:—CounseL, Priestley. Sonicrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 
[Reported by Gwyxve Hatt, Esy., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Dixision. 


REX v. ALBERT DEAVILLE. REX v. JOHN DEAVILLE 
REX v. SIMPSON. C.C.R. 7th Feb. 


Gasinc—Berrinc—Pvs.ic-novse—User BY BookMAKEB FOR PURPOSE OF 
CarryinG on His Busrness—KNow ence or THE Occurier or Such User 
—Berrine Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), ss. 1, 3. 

Cases stated by the recorder of the borough of Hanley, in the county of 
Stafford. These cases were argued consecutively, the judgments of the 
court being then delivered together. The question raised in each of them 
was whether the user of a bar or other public room in a licensed public- 
house by a bookmaker for the purpose of there carrying on his business 
was a breach of sections 1 and 3 of the Betting Act, 1853. 


Rex v. Atsert DEAVILLE. 


In this case the indictment charged that the defendant on the 24th of 
May, 1902, being a person then using a licensed beerhouse, the Park Inn, 
Hanley, unlawfully used the house for the purpose of betting with persons 
resorting thereto. Seven following counts charged a similar offence on 
seven subsequent days. The defendant was a bookmaker, and on each of 
the days mentioned in the indictment he was fora considerable time in 
the vaults or an adjacent public room of the Park Inn. He there received 
on each occasion money from persons by way of bets on horses, and, on 
several of these occasions, he paid money to persons in respect of 
winnings on bets made, some or all, in the same place. No evidence 
was given that the occupier or his servants saw or knew what was 

ing on. At the close of the case for the prosecution, counsel for 
the defendant submitted that there was no case for the jury. He 
contended that the user prohibited by the Betting Act, 1853, was the -user 
of a person having something in the nature of dominion or control over 
the place, having some right of user peculiar to himself as against others, 
or at least having permission or licence of the occupier. The recorder 
refused to withdraw the case from the jury, and directed them, in 
accordance with Queen v. Worton (1895, 1 Q. B. 227, 43 W. R. Dig. 69), to 
consider whether the defendant did in fact use the respective rooms on the 
days mentioned, and, if so, whether he used them for the purpose of 
betting with persons resorting thereto. He directed them that a mere 
casual use of the rooms would not be sufficient, but that, if the defendaut 
attended there with the expectation that persons would come to bet with 
him and for the purpose of inviting them so to do, and so of carrying on 
his business as a bookmaker, that would be a breach of the stamte; and 
he told them that no evidence of permission by the occupier was necessary, 
nor was it necessary that the defendant should have any control, dominion, 
or right peculiar to himself as against others over the place. The jury 
found the prisoner guilty on all counts. The recorder respited judgment 
until next sessions, in order that the decision of this court might be 
obtained on the points raised on behalf of the defendant. 


Rex v. Joun Deavitye. 


In this case the indictment charged that the defendant on the 24th of 
May, 1902, being the occupier of the Park Inn, permitted it to be used 
for the purpose of the aforesaid Albert Deaville, a person then using the 
house, betting with persons resorting thereto. Six subsequent counts 
charged a similar offence on six subsequent days. It was proved that on 
each of the days mentioned in the several counts Albert Deaville used the 
house, of which his father, the defendant, was occupier, in the manner 
stated in The King v. Albert Deaville, and that on each of these occasions 
the defendant was present, and could see what was going on. Counsel for 
the defendant submitted that there was no case to go to the jury, and con- 
tended that no unlawful user by Albert Deaville had been proved, and 
that, therefore, John Deaville could not be guilty of permitting such user. 
The recorder directed the jury that if they were satisfied that Albert 
Deaville in fact used the house for the purpose of betting with persons 
resorting thereto, and that the defendant John Deaville knew of what was 
going on and permitted or wilfully suffered it to continue without inter- 
ference, that would be a breach of the statute. The jury found the 
prisoner guilty, and judgment was respited, for the same purpose as in the 
previous case. 

Rex v. Smourson. 


In this case the indictment charged that the defendant on the 9th of 
May, 1902, being a person then using the public-house known as the 
Travellers’ Rest, used it for the purpose of betting with persons 
resorting thereto. Ten subsequent counts charged a similar offence on 
ten subsequent days. The evidence as to the acts and conduct of the 
defendant was siniilar in all material points to the evidence in Ker v. Albert 
Deaville, except that evidence was given that the occupier of the house was 
present on several of the occasions and could see what was going on, but no 
relationship existed between defendant and the occupier. The defendant 
gave evidence that he never went to the Travellers’ Rest for the 

of his business as commission agent or bookmaker, but solely for 

the p of obtaining refreshment in the ordinary vourse. The ju 
found ‘the defendant guilty, and said that the user was without the full 
and consent of the occupier and that the occupier did not know 
‘what was being done. The recorder directed a verdict of guilty 
to be entered, and he respited judgment, as in the previous cases, The 
tollowing cases were cited: Powelly. Kempton Park Racecourse Vo. (47 W. R. 
585; 1899, A. C. 143), Downes v. Johnson (43 W. R. 556; 1895, 2 Q. B. 


v. Raggett (40 W. R. 111; 1892,1 Q. B. 20), Belton v. Busby (47 W. R, 
636 ; 1899, 2 Q. B. 380), Reg. v. Worton (1895, 1 Q. B. 227, 43 W. R. Dig, 
69), Troman v. Hodkinson (supra, at p. 32; 1903, 1 K. B. 30), Brown v. Pate, 
(47 W. R. 623; 1899, 1 Q. B. 892), Haigh v. Town Council of Sheffield (93 
W. R. 547, L. R. 10 Q. B. 102). 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Wiis, Wricut, Bruce, and 
Riwtey, JJ.) quashed the convictions in the first and third cases, but 
confirmed the conviction in the second case. 

Lord Auverstrong, C.J., in giving judgment, said he regretted to be 
obliged to come to the conclusion that the convictions in the first and 
third cases could not be maintained. The reason for that conclusion was 
that in the first case no evidence was given of a state of facts of which in 
any ca+e where an offence was committed evidence could undoubtedly be 
supplied. If there was evidence of a practice continuing in rooms for a 
considerable number of days, and it was brought to the knowledge of the 
proprietor, it would be quite a right thing to direct a jury that what was 
being done was being done by the license and authority of the publican, 
If one got a sufficient localization and, therefore, possession of a spot of 
ground, or anything of that kind, the question of the license of the owner 
or occupier became immaterial, because one could regard the person 
charged as being himself in occupation of the place. That was pointed 
out in Brown v. Patch. In Belton v. Busby the facts were very like 
these, but it was decided that the bookmaker had something in 
the nature of a right or licence over and above the right of an 
ordinary member of the public to resort to the place there in question, 
In Troman v. Hodkinson the carrying on of the business in the bar or tap- 
room was pursued under some understanding with the landlord. Assuming 
however, that there was a place which was not in law or fact in possession 
for the time being of the person charged, but which was a common place 
to which persons had access for other purposes, it was necessary to have 
evidence from which the jury could conclude that the person who owned 
the place authorized that to be done which he need not have permitted in 
wiew of his own rights over the place. He therefore thought that the first 
conviction could not be supported. In the second case the defendant 
allowed Albert Deaville to use the bar and carry on a betting business. 
he, the learned judge, therefore came to the conclusion that there was, as 
in Belton v. Busby, something in the nature of a right or license to use the 
bar for the purpose of a betting business. The conviction in the second 
case would therefore be affirmed. The third case was practically the same as 
the first, because the jury found that the landlord did not know what was 
going on. 
~The other learned judges concurred. Convictions in the first and 
third cases quashed ; conviction in the second case affirmed.—Covnsr1, 
Danckwerts, K.C., and G. D. Keogh; B. C. Brough. Sowicrrors, Chester, 
Broome, §& Griffith, for E. A. Paine, Hanley; H. G. Church, for Arthur 
Challinor, Hanley. 

[Reported by E. G. Sr1ttwei, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BANKES v. JERVIS. Div. Court. 28th Jan. 


Practice—Ser Orr sy Way or CounTERCLAIM WHERE CLAIm Mang By 
TrustEE—JvupicaTurE Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 24 (3) (4)— 
R.8.C. XIX. 3. 

This was an appeal from Judge Martineau at the Hastings County Court, 
and raised a question as to the right of a defendant to use a counterclaim 
as a set off against the plaintiff’s claim where the plaintiff sues as a 
trustee. The facts of the case are as follow: On the 18th of May, 1901, 
the defendant purchased, for the sum of £100, from the plaintiff a share 
of a veterinary business at Battle. The business had been previously. 
carried on by the plaintiff’s son in partnership with the defendant, but the 
son had since left for New Zealand, and had left a letter authorizing his 
mother to sell the business. The plaintiff paid half the sum agreed upon, 
but refused to pay the other £50, and at the trial set up a counterclaim for 
damages. This counterclaim consisted of an indemnity against rent 
and performance of covenants in respect of a lease of a house and premises 
at Battle acquired in connection with the business by the son from the 
defendant. it was admitted at the trial that the defendant became 
liable to the superior landlord for the sum of £51 12s. 6d. for 
rent and repairs, and that if the son had been the plaintiff this would 
have been a good defence to the action. The judge, however, held that 
though the plaintiff was only suing as the agent of the son, yet the 
def+ndant could not set off the damages for breach of covenant which were 
admittedly due from the son. It was contended on behalf of the appellant 
that the defendant was at liberty to use any defence which would have 
been available against the plaintiff’s son. The Judicature Act of 1873 
— that effect should be given to any equitable defence that might 
Hy 


ord. 19, r. 3, of the Rules of the Supreme Court provided that a defendant 
may set off or set off by way of counterclaim against the claims of the 
plaintiff any right or claim. The plaintiff, who was a trustee for her son, 
could not be in a better position than an assignee for value. Counsel cited 
Mersey St hip Co. v. Shuttleworth (32 W. R. 245, 11 Q. B. D. 531), Westacott 
v. Bevan (39 W. R. 363; 1891, 1 Q. B. 774), Amon v. Bvbbett (37 W. R. 329, 
22 Q. B. D. 543), Young v. Kitchin (26 W. R. 403, 3 Exch. D. 127), Stunmore v. 
Campbell (40 W. R. 101; 1892, 1 Q. B. 314). For the respondent it was 
contended that no debt was due by her to the appellant. ' Her son might 
have a good answer_to the claim. A counterclaim must be against the 
plaintiff in the same capacity as that in which he sued. Counsel cited 
Macdonald v. Warrington (4 C, P. D. 28). 
Tue Cover (Lord Atversrone, C.J., and Wiiis and Crannewt, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord A.vexstong, C.J .—It spouse that there is no authority which exactly 
covers this case. The facts shew here that the mother acted as the agent 








203), Whitehurst v. Fincher (17 Cox C. C. 70, 38 W. R. Dig. 82), Hornsby 


for her son, and would have to account to him for any sum recovered in 





ave been relied upon in Chancery previous to the passing of the Act, and - 
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the action. It has also been admitted that £51 is due from the plaintiff's 
son to the defendant. The point was whether where an action was brought 
by a trustee and the defendant had a claim against the nm on whose 
behalf the action is brought, he could counterclaim against the plaintiff in 
the same ~~ as he could set off a liquidated debt = the plaintiff’s 

rincipal. I think that this is an equitable defence which it was intended 
. the Legislature should be given effect to. I cannot think it was 


_ intended that a bare trustee should be in a nee el position than an 


assignee for value. This view of the case seems to have been acted on in 
chambers, though there seems no authority directly in point. Appeal 
allowed.—CovunseL, Thorn Drury; E. E. Humphreys. Souicrrors, Attree, 
Johnson, & Co., for C. Shephard, Battle; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for W. 
Cruttenden, Battle. 

[Reported by Atay Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 








Law Societies. 


Sussex Law Society. 


The annual meeting was held. at Brighton on the 28th ult. Preseli: 
Mr. H. J. Verrall in the chair, Messrs. W. Stevens, George Cheesman, 
H. M. Williams, A. C. Woolley, J. K. Nye, E. Waugh, E. W. Hobbs, 
J. C. Clark, H. Cane, T. Eggar, C. C. Davie, and A. C. Borlase. 

It was resolved that the report and statement of accounts for the past 
year be adopted, and a copy sent to every solicitor practising in Sussex 

Mr. W. Stevens, of Brighton, was elected president for the ensuing year. 
The following were elected members of the committees : 

General Commitiee.—Messrs. G. Cheesman, W. H. Cockburn, Melvill 
Green, Howard Gates, and H. M. Williams, together with the president, 
the ex-president, and the hon. secretaries as ex-officio members..,.;- 422°. , 

Library Committee.—Messrs. A. C. Woolley, H. M. Williams, 8. T. 
Maynard, H. Cane, and E. W. Hobbs, ‘together with the president and 
the hon. secretaries as ex-officio members. 


Messrs. J. W. Howlett and A. ©. Borlase were re-elected honorary | 


secretaries and treasurers, and five new members were balloted for and 
elected. 


The following are extracts from the secretaries’ report : 

Members.—There are at the present time 80 members of the society, of 
whom 60 practise in Brighton and Hove and 20 in other parts of Sussex; 
there are also three subscribers to the library. At the end of 1901 there 
were 78 members and two subscribers. Two members, Messrs. A. V. 
Treacher and T. Plumbridge, died during the past year, and one has 
resigned. 

Sale Subject to Conditions of Law Society.—In the recent case of Pickles v. 
Sutcliffe (94 L. T., p. 127; W.N., 1902, p. 200) Farwell, J., held that a 
contract to sell ‘‘ subject to the conditions of the Halifax Law Society ”’ 
was sufficiently definite and certain, and could be specifically enforced. 
Mr. Wolstenholme had previously advised, in 1901, that if the conditions 
were not printed with the particulars, or at any rate annexed to the con- 
tract, the contract could not be enforced. In cases where the conditions 
are not printed with the particulars, it will probably be still advisable to 
annex the printed conditions to the contract, and to state that they may 
be seen previously to the sale at the solicitor’s office and in the sale 
room. 

Stamping Office.—In compliance with a memorial got up by the society, 
and signed by all the solicitors in Brighton, the Inland Revenue Com- 
missioners have opened a stamping office in Brighton, where deeds cin 
be stamped without the necessity of sending them to London. 

Unqualified P.rsons.—The society have co-operated with the Incorporated 
Law Society in prosecuting a debt collector at Horsham for acting as a 
solicitor, but, though the case seemed a very clear one, the magistrates 
declined to convict. The society have also warned two Brighton house 
agents against preparing assignments of leases. 





Worcester and Worcestershire Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The annual general meeting of this society was held at the Law 
Library, Pierpoint-street, on Friday, the 30th of January. The members 
present were: Messrs. 8. Southall (president), T. Southall, W. W. A. 
Tree, E. A. Davis, J. H. Yonge, F. R. Jeffrey, W. P. Hughes, G. F. 8.- 
Brown, F. G. Hyde, R. C. Hill, G. W. Dobson, G. H. T. Foster, J. B. B. 
Hill, J. L. Wood, T. G. Dobbs, 8S. B. Garrard (hon. treasurer), and W. B. 
Hulme (hon. secretary). 

The annual report of the committee and the honorary treasurer’s 
accounts for the past year were received and adopted, and the following 
Officers of the society were elected for the ensuing year: President, Mr. 
G. F. 8S. Brown ; vice-president, Mr. 8S. J. Tombs; hon. treasurer, Mr. 
8. R. Garrard ; hon. secretary, Mr. W. B. Hulme. 

Messrs. 8S. Southall, T. Southall, J. H. Yonge, F. R. Jeffery, and 
W. W. A. Tree were elected members of the committee, in addition to the 
officers of the society ; and Messrs. W. T. Curtler and J. L. Wood were 
appointed auditors. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The society now consists of fifty-one members and six asso- 
ciates. Since the last annual meeting two members have resigned—namely, 
Mr. Thomas Roberts and Mr. George Coventry. One member has been 
excluded from the society. ; 

Cost of Leases.—The question as to the custom in the Worcester district, 


in regard to the payment of the costs of leases, having been referred to the 
committee by a ial general meeting of the society, the following is the 
resolution passed by the committee in reference thereto: ‘‘ In the opinion 
of this committee the custom in this district is that, in the absence of 
agreement to the contrary, the costs of leases are borne entirely by the 
lessees, and this committee do not see any good reason why the custom 
should be altered.”’ 

Deposits on Sales by Private Treaty—Another matter referred to the 
committee by the same general meeting was the question: ‘‘ What is and 
what should be the practice as to as payment of a deposit in cases 
of sales by private treaty?’’ ‘The following is the resolution passed by the 
committee on the point raised: ‘‘ Subject to any special arrangement, 
to be made in any particular case, it is the general practice in Worcester to 
require a deposit to be paid by the purchaser on a sale by private treaty, 
and the purchaser to assent to such payment.’’ 





United Law Society. 


Feb. 2.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith presided.—Mr. H. Dale Double was 
proposed for membership. The Hon. Treasurer’s accounts for the years 
1902-3 were adopted. The subject for debate was ‘‘ That the decision in 
Armitage v. Yorkshire Railway Co. (1902, K. B. 178, 71 L. J. K. B. 778) 
was wrong,’’ Workman’s compensation—tortious act of fellow worker. 
Mr. P. Aylen moved and Mr. C. G. Moran opposed. The speakers were 
Messrs. W. 8. Clayton Greene, G. St. J. Nicholson, J. W. Weigall, 
Ww. a} Reeve, W. E. Singleton, and F. O. Clutton. The motion was 
carried. 


»Feb..9.—Mr. C. H. Kirby in the chair.—Mr. H. Dale Double was 
elected’ a.member. The subject of debate was ‘‘ That this house regrets 
the alliance with Germany in the Venezuelan question.”” Mr. E, 8. Cox 
Sinclair moved and Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith opposed the motion. There 
also spoke Messrs. J. Wylie, C. Kains-Jackson, and A. H. Richardson. Mr. 
Cox Sinclair replied. The motion was lost. ey 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution on the 11th inst., Mr. Grantham R. Dodd 
in the chair, the other directors present being Sir George Lewis, Bart., 
and Messrs. Walter Dowson, W. H. Gray, J. Roger B. Gregory, H. E. 
Gribble, Samuel Harris (Leicester), W. Price Hughes (Worcester), Richard 
Pennington, J.P., W. Arthur Sharpe, R. 8S. Taylor, Maurice A. Tweedie, 
and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £549 was distributed in grants of 
relief, eleven new. members were admitted to the association, and other 
general business transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Arden Scholarship, 


Gray’s-1nn.—The Arden Scholarship (1903) has been awarded to 
Thomas Richard Dudley Parsons, a student of this society. 


_ 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvpents’ Dexatine Socrery.—Feb. 3.—Chairman, Mr. W. Valentine 
Ball.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the existing political situation 
in Morocco is a standing menace to the of Europe.”’ Mr. Alfred 
Dods opened in the affirmative; Mr. Neville Tebbutt opened in the 
negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. Double, Pleadwell, 
Johnson, Leggatt, Owen, Dowding, Stiebel, Wilde, Gordon, Hooper, 
Richardson, Haseldine Jones, and Cocks. The opener having replied, the 
motion was lost by two votes. 


Feb. 10.—-Chairman, Mr. G. Herbert Head.—The subject for debate was : 
‘That the case of Morel Brothers § Co. (Limited) v. Earl of Westmoreland and 
Wife (1903, 1 K. B. 64) was wrongly decided.’”’ Mr. W. Crawford Ely 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. H. T. Thomson seconded in the affirmative. 
Mr. H. C. Mitchell opened in the negative; Mr. E. A. Stiebel seconded in 
the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. Hodder, P. 
F. Smith, Eales, Adams, Pleadwell, Butcher, Hughes, Leggett, and Cocks. 
The opener replied, and the chairman summed up. The motion was lost 
by seventeen votes. 








Representations have been addressed to the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
by Mr. James Rhodes, of Birmingham, in favour of appellants against 
income-tax assessments having the absolute t to appear before the 
commissioners by counsel or solicitor, and to retain accountants to explain 
the financial details of their case. By the Finance Act of 1898 the com- 
missioners are empowered to permit such i assistance, but it is 


; a matter within their discretion. The following reply has been received : 


‘* Sir,—I am desired by the Chancellor of the uer to that he 
cannot promise to introduce legislation in the sense suggested. He is not 
aware that thete is any general desire for such a change, either on the 
part of the public or the professional classes interested ; and he sees no 
sufficient reason for interfering with the discretion of the general commis- 
sioners. In the majority of cases which come before them the questions 
at issue are questions of fact and accounts, and as the commissioners are 
unpaid itis not desirable to do anything which may wnnecessarily add to the 
formality of appeal meetings or protract the proceedings.— Yours, &c., T. 





Llewellyn Davies.” 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Sypnexy J. Exuis, of the firm of Cam 

High-street, Watford, Herts, has been appointed Clerk of the Watford 
Justices, in succession to Mr. Harvey W. Fellows, who has resigned owing 
to ill-health. Mr. Ellis served his articles with Mr. Robert T. Wragg, of 
16, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, E.C. 
_ Mr. C. H. W. Manver, M.A., LL,M., solicitor, who obtained honours 
in the-Law Tripos at Cambridge and in the final examination for solicitors, 
together with the John Mackrell prize, has been appointed Clerk to the 
Cordwainers’ Company. 

Mr. W. H. Tuomas, solicitor, of the firm of Parker & Thomas, of 18, 
Ironmonger-lane, E.C., has been unanimously elected Chairman of the 
Law and City Courts.Committee of the Corporation of the City of London 
for the ensuing year. 


& Ellis, solicitors, 40, 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Grorcr Marsnatt, Caarntes Henry Marsnatt, and Reoratp Henry 
Barr, solicitors (Marshalls & Bate), Retford, Tuxford, Sheffield, and 
Newark. Feb. 1. [ Gazette, Feb. 6. 


Cuartes Jonny Manner and Cyartes Henry WarTertanp Manner, 
solicitors (C. J. Mander & Son), New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 
Feb, 4. said Charles John Mander will continue to practise under 
same style at the above address. The said Charles Henry Waterland 
Mander will practise on his own account at Cordwainers’ Hall, No. 7, 
Cannon-street, E.C. [ Gazette, Feb. 10. 





General. 


Mr. Justice Lawrance and Mr. Justice Walton have fixed the following 
commission days for the spring assizes on the Northern Circuit—viz. : 
Manchester, Monday, April 20; Liverpool, Monday, May 4. 

Mr. Inderwick, K.C., was, on the 6th inst., entertained at the Trocadero 
Restaurant by a few of his friends in the Probate and Divorce Court, on 
his appointment as a Lunacy Commissioner after forty years’ practice at 
the bar. Mr. Bargrave Deane, K.C., was in the chair. 


The Brussels correspondent of the Times says that the British Board of 
Trade has declined the invitation of the Belgian Government to attend a 
conference of the leading maritime Powers with a view to the adoption of 
a uniform type of bill of lading. The reason alleged is the diversity of 
opinion among those interested as to the practicability of the proposed 


_ The members of the Officers and Clerks Committee of the City Corpora- 
tion have selected the following candidates for the office of City Remem- 
brancer rendered vacant by the retirement of Sir Prior Goldney :—Mr. C. 
Kinloch Cooke, Mr. W. H. Davison, Mr. A. G. Du Cane, Mr. A. Romer 
Macklin, and Mr. Adrian Pollock. The election will take place at a 
meeting of the Court of Common Council at the Guildhall. 

P Mr, Unwin, says the St.” James’s Gazette, announces a volum2 of 
Reminiscences” by Mr. Plowden, the well-known police magistrate. 
He is not yet a oy od. ow Sie reminiscen poten be none the less 
y for t e Ech ‘aris a paragraph relative to the magistrate 
beginning ‘ Le bon uge Plowden s’amuse,” in which a marvellous 
creature called ‘a soldier of the Scotts-Yards”’ is haled before our world- 


At the Bloomsbury County Court on the 6th inst., says the St. James’s 
Gazette, on Mr, Chessire, a solicitor, and managing clerk to Messrs. 
Longstaffe, Son, & Fenwick, solicitors, of Berners-street, rising to 
eonduct a number of cases, Judge Bacon said: Are you a partner in ‘he 
the firm?—Mr. Chessire: No, your honour; I am the firm’s managing 
clerk. Judge Bacon ; Then although you are a solicitor, you are not the 
solicitor, and the Act of Parliament says I can only hear the solicitor ; it 
does not say I can hear 2 solicitor. I will allow you to appear to-day, but 
some member of your firm must, come in future. Your firm has many 
members ?—Mr. Chessire: There are so many courts the firm would have 
aoe Judge Bacon: That is a hardship, but it does not alter the 


Apropos of some interesting verdicts in British law courts recently, a 
correspondent of the St. James's Gazette points out that in the Kansas District 
Court recently a jury returned a wands finding a certain accused person 
paral larceny. verdict had not been prepared in the technical form 

and the judge sent the jury back to make the necessary corrections. 
The jury were gone for half an hour, and when they returned they brought 


in a verdict acquitting the prisoner. But a verdict even more amusi 

z x. rdict € z ing was 
perpetrated by a jury at Pittsburg the other day. The case was a criminal 
one, and after a tew 


Pr, minntes’ consultation the jury filed into the box from 
ite room. “ Have you agreed upon a verdict?” asked the judge. “We 
have,” responded the foreman, passing it over. ‘ The cler 
sid the judge. And the clerk read, “ We, your jury, agree tc disagree.” 
In the Court of Session at Edinburgh, on the 6th inst., says the St. 
Times's Gacelte, 2 remarkable case was dealt with. In Saxe last an 
rgh lady died, leaving a will, in which there was the following pro- 

vision : “ As I am satisfied many perus are, without proper cause or any 


will read,” | 











ee 


legal or other grounds, but ‘mainly from interested motives on the part 


their relatives, placed in lunatie asylums, and in many cases may not be - 


of funds to enable them to take the necessary steps to obtain 
eir freedom, also’in the case of persons in lunatic asylums who may haye 
to complain of liability and injustice, and who may require some help to 
enable them being placed ina more humane home, it is my wish to set 
aside and invest the sum of £400, the income of which is to be applied by 
my trustees in assisting any such persons. in taking the requisite steps 
either to obtain their freedom or to be transferred toa more suitable home,” 
The parties to the case admitted that the provision in yuestion was null 
and void, and the court took that view. 


Robert Harding Milward, formerly a soliciter practising at Birmingham 
and London, now under sentence of penal servitude for misappropriation 
of trust funds, appeared at the Birmingham County Court on the 5th 
inst., says the Times, to undergo his public examination in bankruptcy, 
The liabilities amounted to £91,658 3s. 5d., and the Official Receiver 
stated that the assets were not likely to realize more than £6,000. The 
money received in trust or as solicitor to clients amounted to about 
£80,000. The amount received from the Inge trustees was £38,000, the 
Jaffray trustees about £14,000, the Hopkins trustees nearly £7,000, and 
there were a number of other items. The bankrupt said he did not admit 
the item of £14,000. He knew nothing of the Hopkins money, but would 
accept the figures. For thirty years he had had nothing whatever to do 
with the figures connected with his business, and he never received any 
money. It was not true that he had received money without the know- 
ledge of the persons to whomit belonged. "Whoever had money deposited 
in his office received interest on it. The bankrupt said his position was 
attributable to a large extent to the great losses made by a former partner 
in Birmingham. He believed also that there was a considerable sum due to 
him from the London business. The clerk who had had charge of 
the financial of his business had been associated with him as co- 
trusteeofvariousfunds, and had been brought to bankruptcy in consequence, 
Questioned as to the manner in which specific trust moneys were dealt 
with, the bankrupt said he had income cheques brought to him every half- 
year to be signed, but he did not know what particular investments the 
represented. He did not know whether the trust funds were invested an 
earning income ornot. He did not open special banking accounts for the 
trust funds, the meney being paid into his general account. In 1896 he 
had a bank overdraft of £17,307, and being unable to discharge the 
liability he arranged to reduce it by instalments. In 1898 he received 
£38,000 in respect of the sale of land belonging to the Inge trustees. Two 
or three thousand pounds was expended in connection with tle 
estate, and the rest went into the bankrupt’s general account. After 
answering further questions, the bankrupt said he was unable to proeeed 
further, having had two attacks of brain fever. Mr. Registrar Glaisyer 
thereupon adjourned.the examination till Monday. John Henry Milward, 
the other bankrupt’s son and a salaried partner in the business, was also 
oriefly examined. He said he knew nothing of his father’s position till 
he opened a telegram from Messrs. Lewis & Lewis as to the £38,000 
claimed by the Inge trustees. 


Lord Lindley, who is one of the licensing justices for the Swainsthorpe 
petty sessio: division of Norfolk, has, says the Times, addressed an 
important memorandum to the bench on the duties devolving upon 
licensing justices. He says that up to a certain point the principles which 
ought to guide magistrates in granting or refusing licences were clearly 
settled by statute and by legal authority ; but there was no little difficulty 
in carrying them out in practice. Two matters of great importance had 
recently been set at rest. The first was the competence of licensing 
justices to obtain information and cause notices of objection to be given 
without incapacitating themselves from afterwards hearing all sides at a 
licensing meeting, and then deciding whether any particular licence should 
be renewed or not. The second was that misconduct was not the only ground 
on which justices could legally refuse to renew a licence. The underlying 
principle seemed to be that licensing justices were not parties to a litiga- 
tion, but were persons entrusted as reasonable business men to do what they 
honestly thought was right and fair in each particular case after hearing 
the ies interested and considering the interests of the public in the 
neighbourhood. Justices had no t in point of law to lay down any 
hard and fast rule by which they, or still less their successors, 
would be bound in future. The Legislature had not forbidden the sale of 
eae liquors, except to children and drunkards, and licensing 
justices had no right to act on the principle that such sale ought to be 
stopped. Again, the Legislature had not said that there should be only s0 
many public-houses to so many hundred people, and justices had no right 
to act as if some rule of that sort were established. In order to exercise 
their discretion properly justices ought to know approximately the number 
of persons living in the locality with which they have to deal, and their 
mode of life and reasonable needs. Discretion could not be properly exer 
cised in ignorance of such material facts. It was obviously much easier to 
determine whether it was desirable to grant or refuse a new licence than it 
was to determine whether to renew a licence which had already been 
granted. It was true that no owner or tenant of & public-house had 6 
right to have his licence renewed ; but the expectation that it would be 
renewed, unless there was some good reason why it should not, was 
founded on human nature and was perfectly reasonable and could not be 
ignored by any fair-dealing man. Outlays were made on the faith of it, 
and the e tion gave a market value to the house. To refuse to renews 
licence might be to inflict serious loss on the owner or tenant of the 
house, possibly on both. But as already stated, misconduct was not the 
only legitimate ground for refusing a renewal, Altered circumstances, 
enlarged experience, aud sounder views of what was for the benefit of the 


public in the neighbourhood might be amply sufficient to justify a refusal 
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to renew the licence of a particular house after notice to the licensee, and_ 
hearing him and his witnessess on the subject. Licensees and their land- 
jords were well aware that they had to run these risks, and could not 
reasonably complain if they sometimes involved a loss. 








We understand that the new issue of shares made by the Solicitors’ Law 
Stationery Society (Limited) has been applied for more than twice over ; 
the list closes to-day (14th inst.). 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora or Recistrars In ATTENDANCE ON 
Emercexcy Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 





Date. Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Byrye. 
Monday, Feb. .......0+-.J6 Mr. W. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Theed Mr. King 
. Secotiaes oa Theed Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Greswell Jackson Theed King 
Church Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Farmer Jackson Theed King 
King Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FarwELt. Buck.ey. JOYCE. Swivren Eapy. 
...16 Mr. Beal Mr. R. Leach Mr. Gua. Mr. jo ome 
17 Carrington Godfrey Tresw lackson 
Beal R. Leach Church 
Carrington Godfrey Greswell Beal 
Beal R. Leach Church Godfrey 
Carrington Godfrey Greswell R. Leach 











The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


Feb, 16.— Messrs. WEATHEKALL & Green (in oedin with Messrs. Parsons & Son), 
at the Mart, at 2:—The Bow nga Leasehold Ground-rent of £152 10s. per annum, 
secured upon 219, Regent-street, estimated value of £500 per annum. Unexpired term 
- 17} years, at £82 annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Dowson & Wright, ep ate 

essrs. Clarke & Calkin, London. Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £171 9s. 
Seok on th gamete bomen oe Kilburn and Mitcham, with reversion to rack-rents. 
eitions, Haters. Golpe, Et. & Millett, London. In One or Two Lots, Copyhold 
Ground-rents amounting to £68 per annum, secured upon eight a in 
Islington, with reversion to rack-rentals of £400 per annum in rer. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Church, Adams, & Prior, London. (See advertisements, Feb. 7 
Feb, 16.— ae TuRGoop & Martin at the Mart, at 2: me tet A i 


Bedford Park, South Kensington : Freehold ans byl main Road, in 
luitable " Bites for sev Shops or Houses or F Long ‘Leasehold 


oe De and fem , let on Leases; of small Semi-detached Houses ; 
corner Block of of Freehold Buil suitable for’ its, Hotel, School, or Private Houses. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Gadsden & Treherne and hang "Allward, Esq., London ; Thoma s 


: Beq., Brighton j and Messrs. W. & K. E. T. Wilkinson, York. (See advertise- 

ments, this week, p. 

Feb, 18. Sami lay Fox & Bou SFIELD, at the Mart, at 2, in separate lots :—Freehold 
and Leasehold Inv a, , comprising 65 modern Private Houses and Shops, in Green- 
lanes, Wood Green, and close to Noel Park and Wood Green, 2 ee Hornsey 
Railway Stations, and the tramway routes, together of the rack-rental value of about 
£2,650 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Fox, Trotter, & Co.; John Meredith. oe : 
8.'K. Scott, Esq.; and H. B. Wediake, Esq., London. ‘Freehold Ground-ren' 
£232 lls. per annum, with early, Reversions, secured on Private frets Howe, Shop, 
Tavern Property, in old-established Metropolitan districts, together of the rack-rental 
value of over £2,500 per annum. Solicitors, Menus. Guscotte, Wadham, Bradbury, & 
Tickell, London. a advertisements, Feb. 7, Pe) 

Feb. 19.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & CRANFIELD, at the Mart, at 2:— 

REVERSIONS: 
To Railway and India Stock, value £4,300; lady aged 59. Solicitors, Messrs. Yarde 
& Loader, London, and ‘Messrs, Tozer, Whidborne, & Dell Teignmouth. 
To £3, 500 ; lady aged 50. Solicitor, Walter Tatton, Esq., 
Toa Trust Fund, value £18,500, in Railway Stock ; lives 89 and 87. Solicitors, 
essrs. Gedge, Kirby, & ’ Millett, London. 
To aor et, of £1,300, on mortgage ; gentleman aged 69. Solicitors, Messrs. 
‘woe Sm, & Pope, Brighton. 
To One-sixth t’ Leasehia remises in Phillimore-gardens, v. , wa £6,000 ; 
lady aged 5. Solicitors, ——. Herbert Reeves & Co., 
To One-fourth of a Trust Fund, —e by- Consols, &e., evalus £11,000 ; 
lady ome e. Solicitors,  ¥, & J. Mote, London. 

RENT-C HAR E of £6 4s. Solicitors, Messrs. Williams & James, London. 

POLICIES for £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £500, £500. Solicitors, 

Moser, Hastie; Messrs. Phelps, Sidgwick, & Biddle, London; and Messrs. 
J. K. Nye & Treacher, Brighton. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 


Result of Sale, 


& T. Moore sold, at the Mart, on the 12th inst., pe 6, Princelet-street, 
anima: for £1,410; a Freehold Shop in the Mile End-road, £766. 


. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazetie,—Frivay, Feb. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loren my Onancery. 


Desya Tueneza Curtestixa Rarpway Co—Creditors are potent, on or before 
send their names and addresses, and partioulars of their to 
Chauvin and Charles Albert Sandon, 249, Gresham House, Old Broad st. Bompas & Co, 
Geat Winchester st, solors for liquidators 

EDERICKS MATABELRLAND SyNDICATE, Jaane IN igpanesy Catan in 


he United om are required, on or y 25, 
heir names addresses, and the partiguinns of their debts or claims, to Mr Joseph 
amabas Pengelly, 25, St Bwithin's In. Julius & Thomas, Finsbury eircus, solore to 


Haxps (Limirep)—Petn Feb 4, directed to be heal Feb 17, 
& Macdonald Se apts, Be Preetet tine Notice of appearing must reach 
above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


leita hin ae 





Mamie Buren Macasina, Lanta ~ Peta for waadis xo, “ hy 6, wb 6, digectad to he 
‘eb 17. Bloomer » 12, x petner, 
Notice of a g must reach the above-named not later oy o'clock im the after- 





Boon of Feb 16 









IsTERNATIONAL P. Toot Co 
— 1 snes L Lm gale em ae of the on oer - 3 
phage yas Heer wre Palace anion f Be ‘Perks, Clements 





n) oe a Corporation, Linrrep—Petn for son stan et ~s 8, directed to be . 






heard Feb 17. Tippetts, Maiden In, eS cape 
wousd-centh the cbttomaaal uot later than hen 6 c'cleth in the adeenosn of 
New Taire Howarp Pyevumatic Toot Co, Linirep—Creditors are setae on or before 





iy ir 'Proderick Dwight pt om be estminster. we -- Clement’ 
ae ry Disr va - hess 

fORWICH VINEGAR AND ae od Loatzep—Petn for winding presented Feb 4 

directed to be heard at shire Norwich, on ‘Feb 18. Durham & Co, Arundel’ 





ase ae 






ot Wankel Gliese ber cease ‘otice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 

than 6 o'clock in the aftarsven of Seb 27 
Ty Lorstown Cotraces Co, Liu Tep—Creditors are on or before March send 
and the particulars of debts or claims, to James wick, 





their names and 
87, Norfolk st, Strand. Morse, solor for 
Westrauia ane West Araica, Limrep— for presented Feb 4, directed 
to be heard on Feb 17. Mayo & Co, Drapers’ » an nenien” We 
Nae ee ee 
TED—Creditors are 







pa OE , King st, Cheepeide Week deine, odes for Tguidator = 
Woes Brovusuipor Bi Buick Co, Liuigeo Peta a or winlog Up, breeemed Feb XI directed to 





Notice of ww cetins mash sea tho ated ae ain Ee eae 


of Feb 16 
London Gazetie,—-Turspay, Feb. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep mm CHascery. 

Bostock & Co. ng ene on or before March 11, to send their 

ay and addresses, and the particular of debts or claims, to Mr Frank 

45, Spring gdns, dk mtg & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidators 

Conses Be Rou Co, ro tS aie required. 
names and addresses, and 


Shaw, Market place, 
De Meser Greexwoon & Co, aren — Cate one peguel, on ox bafeze SaaS. te 
send their names and addresses, and the i of 
Greaves, 67, Briggate, Leeds. Clarke & Leeds, solors for li : 
Hanyans Benpico Synpicate, Liatrep—Creditors are requi on or before March 9, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of ir débts or daims, to 
to 
















Lydstone Joseph 31, Walbrook 
Kaveurui Star Synpicate, Lani -Groitrs are —< on or before March 9, 
. = a or claims, to Lydstone 
Port Soperick Frerwotp LAnp Co, Se peeps poe eee me 
21, to send in their names and to 
John Townley ‘Trotter, 27, Brazennose st, ae Sims & ak oe TN. 
or 
Sree. Too. peg Co, aon Laueine Se apes ipermemna) Gee are on or 
before Feb 28, to send the particulars of or 
i a rok Abst liewvens 130, —e” 





. 





claims, 

West Exp Cioruiers Co, Lumrep (1x Votuntary ee gene Pa a uired, 

on or before March 10, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to James Henry Stephens, 6, Clement’s In, Lombard st 

County Pacatixe or LaNcasTER. — 
Lourep ry CHancery. 

S. M. Van Hixpenx ELECTRICAL Co, Lourep—Petn for winding up, neg ™ 4.4 
directed to to be heard Feb 27 Style & Co, 3, Union ct, Liverpool” 
— te st, solor for of appearing must reach the 

6 o'clock in , —wall,. tre Feb 26 























Creditors’. Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Jan. 23. 
Barry, Ricnarp, Longville, Farmer Feb28 Potts & Potts, Broseley, 
Bovuttoy, Henry, Buscot, key Feb 28 Jotcham & Son, ‘Fumeie Bete 
Browns, Karuerixe Lov ISA, Bath Feb 28 —_ I. 
Brno, Harotp Epuunp, Rickling, Essex Feb 28 & Son, Saffron Walden, Essex 


CARROLL, Auics, Liverpool, Cooper Feb 24 Loa 
Cuicnester, Rosset Bruce, = a. tone 28 Robinson & Co, Coleman st 
CLEETON, ——- Ch Preen, , Farmer Feb 28 Potts & Potts, Broseley, 


See oe: RB ay Feb 3 Potts Pots & : Potts, Broseley, Shropshire . 














ConEn, Isaac, Bell In, Spitalfields, Poultry ~ 
Connor, Francis Josxrn, Liverpool, aia abe | Manchester 
Darxty, Txomas, Gloucester Feb 23 Coren & Soott, 
Draytox, a Henry, Horsham March 20 & Gessez 
Dvemore. ity oe Parkstone, Dorset 2 Peake row 

‘ . Yorks, Clothier Feb33 Law, 





Fiera, Manx, Staincliffe, 
Fry, Epwarv WICKENs, Dover, Architect Feb 21 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

@aseony ¥, Groner Fraycis, J P, Hurst Green, Sussex March f Lewin & Co, Westminster 
Banta, | Francis Bret, Lancaster gt, Paddington, Author Feb 28 Dodd & Co, Caversham, 


Hanver, ALERT Epwanp, Leicester, Architect Feb2 Freer & Leicester 
Hexkaok, Joux, Richmond hill March 90 Emanuel & Simmonds, ctreus 
Hirows, Many Axxz, Wandsworth Feb 38 Corsellis & 

Jerrett, Cuartorrs, Hyde March 4 « Vincent sq, Westminster 
Jonna, ANNTE. Marh ld GREECE Wi 


Jongs, Evan, » Angiony, vo Ranger 
J & Evizasgrn Cuar.rex, , Lincs March 4 Bini & Co, inn 
see, See wae Woowe, Hettey Home’ Wee WS Wikiane © Jemen,’ Theme 


Lackensy, ARROWSMITR, Be. Gp Pee Feb 28 Stephenson, Hull 











La, Sa, C'S, See sq Feb 8 Suow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostic, 
Lawe, Wiuiam, Swansea, Builder Feb 20 Collins & W Swansea 
iseurvoor, Sisapetn sees eee ~~ &. March 6 Reger 






Muctiewaie Sy Atexasonn RCM, Holnbury scuvall FRC Themes Dorking Feb ees, ae 
Manan, Gronor, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Electrical Bngineer Feb 15 Seymour & Oo, 


M uw, @ x, Normanton March 3% Powell, Derby 
Neweoune, Wittiad Lisrre, Boscombe, Bournemouth March 15 Watson & Co, 


a. Rey Axruvur Towntry, Royle Hall,nr Burnley March $5 Hartley & Pilgrim, 











| Pore Paren Baxxst, Maltby, Rotherham, Yorks, Farmer Feb 35 ANervon & Co, 
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Presece, Susanna, Dover Feb21 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

Quick, Freperick James, Fenchurch st March 20 Eagleton & Sons, Chancery In 

Rayyer, Jonx, Norwich March 25 Keith & Co, Norwich 

Suaw, James, Dudley, Worcester, Painter Feb7 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 

Suaw, Sameson, Park Hall, nr Longton, Farmer Feb 24 Walters, Stone, Staffs 

SLEEMAN, — Henry, Launceston, Tasmania, RN Feb 21 Nisbet & Co, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

Straxpey, THomas, Plumstead, Board School Teacher Feb 20 Duke, Gresham st 

Sree.e, Witt1am Jonnstone, Moorgate st Feb 28 Kerly & Co, Gt Winchester st 


Strove, Isaac Catiapixe, South Belgravia, Stock Jobber March 4 Draper & Son, Vin- | 


. ent sq, Westminster 

Tuomas, Jous Jonny, Notting Hill gate, Chemist Feb 21 Batchelor & Co, Pancras In 
Queen st 

Teurnsutt, Harrret Jane, Hove Feb 28 Edwin & Co, Brighton 

Uvswoetn, Asragam, Oldham Feb17 Marland, Oldham 

Warts, Jonx Tuomas, John st, Bedford row Feb14 White & Sons, John st, Bedford, 
row 

Wieerruau, Taomas Vextremia, Croydon March3 Stoneham & Sons, Fenchurch st 

Wituams, Rev Wapxam Pigott, Weston super Mare Feb 26 Ruscombe & Co, 
Bridgwater 

Wiraers, Harey Livixestox, Hulme Hall, Manchester 
Manchester 

Wricat, Maerua, Doncaster Feb 28 


March 7 Cunliffe & Greg, 


Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 
London Gazetite.—Turspay, Jan 27. 


Amszosost, Fraxcis, New st, Dorset sq, Jeweller 
fields 

Barker, Taomas Wattace, Newcastle on Tyne, Banker Feb 28 Colmore & Monckton, 
Birmingham 

Braspy, Apam Fetrtipiace, Abingdon, Berks Feb 21 Blunt & Co, Gresham st 

Beanp, Josern Suitn, Ipswich Mareh7 Tebbs & Son, Bedford 

Brewer, Cuarctes ALBERT, Kingston upon Hull, Oil Merchant March 31 
Pearce, Huli 

Cur1tp, Emma Amy, Reading Feb 24 Brain & Brain, Reading 

DanteEwt, Erces Susanna, Caversham, Oxford Feb 24 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Dresser, Euma, Woodfield avy, Streatham hill March 11 Allen & Soa, Carlisie st, 


Feb 28 Gordon & Co, Lincoln's inn 


Middiemis; & 


Soho sq 

Dexsory, Jony, Oldham, Machinist March 1 Mellor, Oldham 

Fraser, Witiiam, Kingsley, Staffs, Quarry Manager Feb 7 Cull & Brett 
Stoke on Trent 

Gatos, Frepericx Atrrep, Commission Agent Feb10 Stewart, Newcastle 

Haepcastie, Tuomas, Bolton May1 Withington & Co, Manchester 

Hoxreate, Wiitiam, Heaton, Bolton, Farmer March10 Bradbury, Bolton 

Hogrsrimip, Water, Macclesfield, Licensed Victualler March 10 Pattinson & Smale, 
Macclesfield 

Hoyte, Ev:zaneta, Haslingden, Lancs Feb28 Whitaker & Hibbert, Hastingden 

Isensy, Lady Mary Anse Amcotts, Broxholme, Ripley, Yorks Mar-h12 Boodle & Co, 
Davies st, Berkeley sq 

Ksi¢eat, Beutspa, Bearsted, Maidstone Feb16 Tucker & Co, New court, Line 

Lise, Hexey, Warminster March1 Wakeman & Son, Warminster 

Leis, Jons Toomas Best, Chard, Somerset March 20 Clarke & Lukin, Charl 

Meap, Freperic Netsox, Faversham, Kent, Wool Merchant March9 Redpath & C), 
Bush In 

Metur, Exrpeerto, Marylebone ri, Oxford st, Wine Merchant Feb 26 
inn, Holborn circus 

Miiureas, Lieut Col Caartes, Burton on Trent March 16 
Pall Mall East 

Mitts, Wiriuiau, Whitworth, Lanes Feb16 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 

Mirmas, — Witiam, Heeley, Sheffield, Coal Merchant Feb28 Branson & Son, 
Sheheic 

Moors, Exiza Aweita, Onslow sq March 7 

Motcas, Davin, Treforest, Gi 

Mceress, Puuir Rov 
Wrexham 


, Cheadle, 


m Tyne 










in’s inn 


Lister, Thavies 


Garrarl & Co, Suffolk st, 








Campbell & Co, Warwick st, R 
Glam Feb28 Cousins & Co, Cardiff 
, Ruabon, Denbigh, Hotel Keeper Feb 28 Bury & Acton, 


March 14 


gent st 








Noegrr, Exity Rose, Lymington Greenfield & Cracknall, Lancaster pl, 

Outvee, Cuargtes Liewettry, Bournemouth Feb Sharp, Birmingham 

Porrtewett, Heseterta Matitpa, Kingston upon Hull March i T & A Priestman, 
Hull 








Roerueerorp, ALEXANI 
Stateer, Maziasse, Ky 
Ssrrn, Rorret, Lowe 
Ssow, Mary Axx, M 
Ssow, Natsax, Maida val 
Soho sq 
Srzenise, Jase. Bristol March 1 
Sroxesz, Tox, Golborn 
Tavyior, Mattrurw, Pe 


, Northumberiand, Cab Propriety Feb 28 Douglas, i 
tsford, Chester March 11 Ashworth & Inman, Manchester 
ton, Fishmonger Feb 28 Romney nghall st 

March 11 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 
; Coffee house Keeper March11 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, 









Barker, Bristol 
Lanes, Draper Feb 23 Steele, Warrington 
mnketh, Lanes March1 Davies & Co, Warrington 






| eames > a ae Saran, Luksan, Julpaiguri, India Feb 28 Triall & Co, Queen 
Victoria 
| Tomirnson, THomas, Hillfoot, Sheffield, ine Diver Feb 28 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 
| TownsenD, WILLIAM, Dewsbury, Mungo, ufacrurer Feb 28 Gedhill, Dewsbury 
Wapswortu, THomas, Wilsden, Yorks May1 A&M W Platts, Bingley 
Wuattey, Mary Francis, Hove March3 Whalley, Hove 
Youne, Freperick James Epwarp, St Jaes rd, Brixton Feb 23 Nickinson & ( 
. Chancery In r 


Loudon Gazette — Fripay, Jan. 30. 
Ayprew, Joun, Liverpool March9 Quiggin & Brothers, Liverpool 
ArmiTAGE, Hannan, Glossop, Derby Feb7 Hervey & Co, Hyde 
AtTHaAwes, Epwarp James, Chatham Feb26 Cato, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Batrour, Joun Davin, Dover, Planter March9 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 
| Barker, Toomas Wa.iace, Newcastle on Tyne, Banker Feb 28 Colmore & Monckton, 
| Birmingham “ 
Barnett, Evizapetn, Clifton March1 Veale, Bristol. 
| Bertrnson, Josepn, Hitchin, Herts Mareh1 Forsyth & Co, Birmingham 
Bisnor, Henry, Sibford Gower, Oxford, Farmer March2 Fairfax, —- 
meena gual Roupell st, Lambeth, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 Taylor, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
Boswe tt, Jouy Epwiy, Fenny Compton, Baker March 2 Fairfax, Banbury 
Box, Cuarzes, Clifton, Bristol March 14 Broad & Lewis, Bristol 
Brown, WituiaAm Cuarzes, Cromwell cres, South Kensington Feb 28 Gedge & Co, Gt 
George st, Westminster 
CHADWICK, James, Astley, Lancs March9 Marsh & Co, Leigh 
| Conway, Witi1am Henry, Worthing March 12 Flegg & Son, Laurence Pountney hill 
Corbett, Jouy, Droitwich, Worcester March 13 Crowders & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
CowarpD, Ann Ameria, Croydon March 13 Shepheards & Walters, Finsbury circus 
Crump, Ricnarp, King’s Heath, King’s Norton, Worcester, Cooper March 2 Coley & 
Coley, Birmingham 
Curteis, Henry Apair, Lewes March3 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Throgmorton st 
Davis, ga Saunpers, Patching, Sussex April2 Evans-George, Newcastle Emlyn, 
es 
aes CuarLes Ropsert, Bedford gdns, Kensington March 11 Mills & Co, Fins. 
ury sq 
Exuis, Avice, Cheadle, Chester Feb14 Porter & Amphlett, Conway 
Evans, PutpamMMarxkuam, Chelsea Feb 28 Witherington, Reading 


| Faye, Writiam Dasawoup, Fulbeck Hall, Lincs March 2 Meredith & Co, New sq, 


Lincoln’s inn 

ner Rosert, Besses 0’ th’ Barn, Whitefield, Lanes March 25 
chester 

GARLAND, Rev GrorGr VAtuts, Boscombe, Southampton March 3 Plumptre, Princes st, 
Lothbury 

Gotprine, CHarLEs Eustace, Gt Tower st, Solicitor March7 Sloper & Co, Putney 

GREENE, IsaBeELLaA, Richmond Feb?28 Smith & Burrell, Richmond 

Hakes, James, Live: 1, Surgeon March 2 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

Have, CuHarzes, Didsbury, Manchester March 14 Hinde & Co, Manchester 

Hieson, ELien, Little Houlton, Lancs Feb 28 Finney & Fearnley, Bolton 

Hinks, Josern, Small Heath, Birmingham Feb 28 Blakemore, Birmingham 

Howe, Wi t1i1am, Monson rd, New Cross, Confectioner March2 Lowes, New Cross 

Ker, Tuomas Rawson, Johore, Malay Peninsula March 2 Clarke & Calkin, John st, 
Bedford row 


Grundy & Co, Man- 


i, on og Worre, JP, Barnes, Corn Factor March 7 Simpson & Co, Grace- 
chureh st 
Kyicut, Cuartes Henry, Longsight, Manchester March 10 Addleshaw & Co, 


Manchester 
Mitts, Jane, Kelvedon Feb 28 Surridge, Coggleshall, Essex 
OsporsE, Mark Stuart, Rhyl, Flint, Tailor rch 3 Bromley & Co, Rhyl 
Parkinson, Joun, Accrington, Cotton Spinner March 28 Bunting, Accrington 
Prex, ALFRED, Eastbourne March 25 Brett & Co, Manchester 
Pititisc, Mary Emity, Heaton Norris, Lancs March 20 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Rea, Cuar.es, Torquay April 26 Dickson & Co, Alnwick 
Ricuarps, Henry Martin, Brenzett, Kent, Farmer Feb 28 Dawes & Co, Rye, Sussex 
Ricuarps, Louisa, Brenzett, Kent Feb 28 Dawes & Co, Rye, Sussex 
RupMAN, JamEs, Whitworth, nr Rochdale March 25 Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Satioy, Rosatiz, Manchester Feb 28 Blair & Seddon, Manchester 
Sanpers, James, East Stonehouse, Devon Feb 26 Rodd, East Stonehouse 
SueL_pox, Mary, Wednesbury March 28 Rankin & Miller, West Bromwich, Staffs 
Srarmer, Tomas, Stowe Nine Churches, Northampton, Farmer Feb 28 Roche, 
Daventry 
Srernens, Minsa Mary, Hampstead Mills, Chancery In 
Sropart, Jonny Morrison, Wandsworth Common Feb28 Lydall & Sons, John st, 
Bedford row 
SrockBKipGe, Any, Hoddesdon, Herts Feb 28 Howard & Shelton, Moorgate st 
Tuvemasn, Ricnarp, Mansfield, Notts, Labourer Feb 28 Alcock, Mansfield 
Wi.trams, Harriett, Exeter Feb 10 Petherick & Sons, Exeter 
Wivtsuire, Tuomas, Lewisham Feb 28 Orgill, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Woo eripGe, Saran Any, Brownhills, Staffs March 2 Evans, Walsall 
Youncer, Jutta Ayn, Southend on Sea Feb 22 Gabriel, Lincoln’s inn 








Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—Tcespar, Feb. 3. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avaxsos, Jouxs Arxiess, Whitley Bay, Draper Newcastle 
on Tyme Pet Jan5 Ori Jan & 

Ascers, Ferorzwx, Landprt, Hants, Optician Ports p,, 
meuth Pet JanZ Ord Jan ss 

Cawpnos, Davy, Bourne, Line, Carpenter Peterborough 
Pa Jan @ Ord Jan » 

Cusurin, Witussam Hesey Jauxe Cocexter, Dev 

- yath Pet Deci9 Ord Jan w 
Ann, Gwesn, Lewester, Boot Manufacture cost er . ; 
Pe Jan 15 Ord Jan 4 Bot, Manufacturer Lei ' es Witsam, 

Escissy, Macy, Ashtom under Lyne, House Furnisher say mt pa 
Ashtom under Lyne Pat Jan 2 Ord Jan 


mingham Pet Jan 31 


Ose RicHarp 


Jan 16 Ord Jan 
Stourbridge Pet Jan 6 


Jan 27 





High Court Pet Dee 31 






Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 20 


nport 


Natsas, Joseru, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Tailor Bir- , 
Ord Jan 31 

> ALEXANDER, 
Temperance Hotel Proprietor Newcastle on Tyne Pet 


Parmer, Tuomas Lioyp, Lye, nr Stourbridge, Grocer 
70 Ord Jan # 
Panr, Tuomas, Broadstairs Canterbury Pet Dec 22 Ord 


se, Mansuart, West Kensington, Milk Contractor 
Ord Jan 20 
Pron, Jons, Tettenhall, Staffs, Baker 


Scnrypwaytor, Peren, Seven Sisters’ rd, Finsbury Park, 
Restaurant Keeper High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Jan w% 


Ord Jan 29 
Tnhomsos, Janes Lezs, Plaistow, Builder High Court Pet 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb 6. 

Newcastle on Tyne, RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Apams, Tuomas, Dorchester, Mason Dorchester Pet Feb? 
Ord Feb 2 

ALiMonp, CHuartotre, Hereford, 
Hereford Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

AxnrowsmitTu, Jonun WiL1AM, Stockport, Cheshire, Fruiterer 
Stockport Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Asucnort, Henny, Rufford, nr Ormskirk, Farmer Liverpool 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Avis, Harny Tuomas, Brighton, Decorator 
Feb2 Ord Feb z 

Baker, Josern, Millgate, Manchester, Cabinet 
Manchester Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 3 

Banwen, Guonce Jounx, Dorchester, Painter 


Licensed Victualler 


Wolverhampton 
Brighton Pet 
Maker 


Walworth, Plumber High 


Dorchester 


‘ . Jan 24 Ord Jan 2% Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Giew, Hacer, Kingston upom Hull, Firewood Merchant 1.0.0... Va.. , Bannon, Warren, Wakefield, Pork Butcher Wakefield 
Ge Kingston mm Hull Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan Z ‘ "Pet yay ‘Ord se gi Eastbourne, Actor Lewes Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 : = 
ICTTEDOR, Wiitse, Kilburn, Garlener High Court wryyy Active Wists, Colchester, Nurseryman Col- Bertecsy, Joun Henny, Middlesbrough, Fruiterer 
Pe Janu Ora dan B) chester PttJan2# OrdJara ” 2 Middlesbrough Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 
Haruse, Witten, Tylortown, mr Pontypridd, Collier op 


Pemtyypeidé PAdan2@ Ord Jan @ 

Heetes, Gromer Varw sen, Hastings, Chemist 
Pet Jan Zi Ord Jan 71 

Hewisereocon, Acexet, Leeds, Milk Dealer's Assistant 
Leeds Pt dan@ Ord Jan 

Bomecet, Janes 011%. Normanton, Yorks, Farmer Wake~ 
field Peden w Ord Jan ® 

Maetixs, Janna Witsian, Clacton om Hea, Vatats 
(chester Ve Wee 22 Ord Jan w 

Mawr, Heres Jeune, Cardiff, Baker 
ZG OridjanZi 

Maize, Varwsen Loews, Peckham, Botceer High Court 
Ve Jen 19 Ori Jan w 


2 Ord Jan 2 
Wuirsons, Jon, 
Pt Jan 22 


Hosting Leicester, 


Ord Jan B 


PA Dec 19 


Ww: ‘7 
We KIGHT, 


Ord Jan 2 


r : Kingston upon Hull 
Agen 
Jan B 


Cardiff Ve Jan 


Wree, Antunes Davin, Ipswich, 


Wittiaus, Davin, New Kent rd, Dairyman 


Heresy, Kingston upon Hull, Merchant's Clerk 
Pet Jan 2 
Yorn, Gronen, York, Bok Dealer York Pet Jan5 Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Hasiiton, Witisan Feevenicn, Hocklifle, Bedford Luton | Cari 16, = Easas 
Adjud Feb 5, 1971 Annul Jan 22, 1906 ! 


Bussiox, Owes, Gt Yarmouth 
Ord Feb 2 

Bootn, Harty, Pudsey, Yorks, Warehouseman 
Pet Feb@ Ord Feb 3 

Brows, Joux, Middlesbrough, Fruiterer Middlesbrough 
Pet Feb’ Ord Feba 

Buown, Wittsam Ricuanp, Herne Bay, Kent, Blacksmith 
Canterbury Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Bunwivon, Ricnany Joun, South Heighton, nr Newhaven, 
Bumex Lewes Pet Veb4 Ord Feb 4 

Bunss, Joux Rua, Spittal, Northumberland, Fruiterer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb Ord Feb 3 

Wittiam, Countesthorpe, 


Pet Feb 2 
Bradford 


taker Ipswich Pet Jan Gt Yarmouth 


Coal Merchant Leicester 


High Court 


Ord Jan 20 


Leicester 


Lewester Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 





Feb. | 
= 
WEN, SoLoy 
Ope 2 I 
QoTTERILL, 
a O 
rcH, JOHN, 
Cored 4 Or 


FRED, 
Coot Feb 3 


D 
DANZIGER, Pp 
Dopps, REBe 

Searborou 
Eraxs, WH 
yt 
ALFRE 
ne, th ] 
RDENER, 
Gal iat jas if 
;, THOMA 
Gar 2 C 


GurriTH, Gt 
Birming! 


TFIELD, J 
™ Feb 3 - 

WKSWOR’ 
- Miner ! 
Hoop, Max 


Pet Feb 
RNE, 
fonder 
Hivenes, GR 
madoc ; 
ARSEY, 
met Pet Feb 
Kewty, JAN 
High Cc 
Levy, JOSE 
Court 
Newey. ¥ 
Hardwe 
NicHOLLS, 
Secreta 
NiIGHOLSON. 
marth 


1 
writing 
Shares 

. Notice 
Disqu 


“ 


" 


T 








Sheffiel 
vsbu ry 


nson & Cp 


Mc nckton, 


ncoln’s inn 


& Co, Gt 


hey hill 
fields 
rus 


Cc ley & 


1 st 


> Emlyn, 


0, Fins. 


New m, 
0, Man. 
inces st, 


ey 


ohn st, 
Grace- 


& Co, 


eX 


oche, 


n st, 
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_— 
= 


comet, 
Dee 24 Ord Feb 3 3 ‘ 
Coven, Joux, Totnes, Devon; Coal Dealer Plymouth Pet 


Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Crook, —_, Bicester, 


Gal Feb Arcy, New Broad st, Merchant High | | how oe Rowley Regis, Staffs Dudley Pet Feb 
} Ord 


R, D D’ 

Dastuart’ Pet Oct 22 Ord Feb 3 

Dopps, ReseccA Mary, oF Ly Ladies’ Outfitter 
Scarborough Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 . : 

Evans, WILLIAM BuryetTT, — Salop, Painter 

Leominster Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

Foss, ALFRED JOHN, Gosport, Hants, Hairdresser Ports- 

mouth Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

Garpeszr, Rosert, Hafod, nr pees. Haulier 
Y:tradyfodwg Pet Feb 2 Ord 

Gay, Tuomas, Ross, Hereford, Plumber Hereford Pet 
Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 : 

Gurritn, Gzorcz WILson, Handsworth, Commission Agent 
Birmingham Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Hatrie.p, JOHN, peer, Blacksmith Gloucester Pet 

rd Feb 3 

ieee, JoserH Emerson, Birdwell, nr Barnsley, 
Miner Barnsley Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Hoop, Marcaret, Bath, Lodging house Keeper Bath 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 : : 

Horxz, WILLIAM, Huddersfield, Jobbing Gardener 
Huddersfield Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Hvenrs, GrirritH, Blaenau Festiniog, Quarryman [Port- 
madoc Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

Kearszy, Epwarp, Longhope, Glos, Farmer Gloucester 
Pet Feb 4 Oxd Feb 4 

Ke.ty, JAE, Kensington Park rd, Boarding house Keeper 
High Court Pet Jan13 Ord Feb 4 

Levy, Sones, Caledonian rd, Islington, Fruiterer High 
Court Pet Feb2 Ord Fe sb 2 

Newey, Witi1am Francis Lanasseer, Birmingham, 
Hardware Agent Birmingham Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Nicuotts, Sipney HeErpert, Kingston upon Hull, Club 
Secretary Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Nignotsoy, Tuomas Henry, am, Draper Car- 
marthen Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 

Owss, JosepH Parker, Rhyl, Pint, Clerk Bangor Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Pars, Wittiam Epwaxp Grorce, Lavenham, Suffolk, Con- 
fectioner Colchester Pet Feb 4 Oud Feb 4 

Peake, Rosert, Aberstwyth, Painter Aberystwyth Pet 
Jan23 Ord Feb 3 

Puarr, ArTuur, Irlamso’ th’ Height, nr Manchester, Grocer 
and Provision Dealer Salford Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb 2 

Purmax, Henry Tuomas, Portsmouth, Commission Agent 
Portsmouth Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Ricnarps, Tuomas, Aberdare, Grocer Aberdare Pet Feb 

rd Feb 4 

Ricuarvsox, Joseru, Boston, Lincs, Coal Merchant Pet 

Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


uses, SoLomon, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Feb 2 Ord 
ommens Fulham Park rd High Court Pet 





Su:ta, George Henry, Perry ~.. Staffs, 
| Birmingham Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 
SréPHENS. 

odwg Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 


Srewart, Georee, Cardiff, Merchant Tailor Cardiff Pet 


Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 


Oxford, Baker Oxford Pet Feb 3 | Taytor, Joun Baker, Swansea, Wheelwright Swansea 


Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 


Unperpown, Atice Ciara, 


Keeper Brighton Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 


Wappinetos, Jonny Ricuarp, Sheffield, Provision Dealer | 


wy Tin Plate 


Sheffield Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 
Wauittock, Epwis, Small Heath, Birmin 
Worker Birmingham Pet Feb2 O 


Wipe, Freperick, Putney, Tobacconist High Court Pet 


Jan8 Ord Feb 2 


Witumont, Artour James, Gt eam, Builder Gt 


Yarmouth Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 4 


Witson, Harry, Southport, Tailor Liverpool Pet Feb 2 


Ord Feb 2 


Weieut, Aurrep Emanvet, Ash Vale, Surrey, Builder 


Guildford Pet Dee 18 Ord Feb4 

Wriaut, Oviver Arnotp, Wakefield, Tailor Wakefield 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 3: 

Eneianp, Mary, Oldham, pe onay? Furnisher Ashton under 

Lyne Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

ArmitTaGe, Jonx, Whiston, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Builder 
Feb 18 at 12 Off Ree, 'Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Avis, Harry Tuomas, Brighton, Decorator Feb 26 at 10.30 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Barron, Waiter, Waketield, Pork Butcher Feb 19 at 2.30 | 


O1f Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefieid 
Boorn, Harry, Pudsey, Yorks, Warehouseman Feb 17 at 
3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 


Brown, Joun, Middlesbrou ish, Fruiterer Feb 20 at 3 Off 


Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Burns, Jou Rea, Spittal, Northumterland, Fruiterer Feb 
17 atil45 Messrs AL&J A Miller, "Estate Agents, 
Bank bldgs, Sandgate, Berwick upon Tweed 

Conen, Sotomon, Leeds, Tailor Feb 16at11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park r: yw, Leeds 

Correni.t, Jocz :LyN, Fulham Park rd Febi7at12 Bank- 
ruptey ’bidgs, Carey st 

CorrreELy, Dantret, Six Bells, nr Abertillery, Builder Feb 
16 at 3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Curtis, Joux, Treorkey, Glam, Grocer Feb 17 at 12 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydtil 

Dawzicer, D D’Arcy, New Broad st, Merchant Feb 17 at 
ll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Drury, Wittiam Groree, Southrapps, Norfolk, Grocer 
Feb 14 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Ex.we ut, James Henry, Bilston, Staffs, Tobacconist Feb 
1g at12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


Carpenter 
ILLIAM, we yt ry Glam, Collier Ystrady- | 


2 


or, Sussex, Lodging House 


Exocn, Atrrep WaALt.is, Brentwood, Essex, Butcher's 
Manager Feb 16 at 2.30 The White Hart Hotel, 
ewmarket 
a te 6t Grimsby, Pain’ “ Feb 14 at 11.30 Off 
Vines, Wasa estas H Camb: Feb 
1son, WILLIAM PorTrEeRToN, e Fe 
14atll Off Ree, 5, Petty cringe, Cam nes 


Foss, Atrrep Jonx, Gosport, a 16 at 4 
Off Rec Cambridge wg) High st, Portsmouth 
GopwInx, ae Saou ‘ood Park, my Horse Dealer 


Feb'19 at 12 Bankry 

Graves, Oscar WiLL1aM, New Cross, Buller Feb 16at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London 

GurTRiper, Witiiam, West In, Kilburn, Gardener 
Feb 16at 11 Bankru Carey st 

Harris, Witu1aM, Tylorstown, nr Pont , Collier Feb 
18 at3 135, High st, Merthyr 

a WIi.i1am, y= Grocer Feb 17 at 

, Westgate chm Newport, Mon 
Hoimes, Henry Ricnarp, Gt Yarmouth, ‘Norfolk, Fish 
Feb l4at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
a James Extis, Normanton, Farmer Feb 17 at 11 
ff Rec, 6, Bond ter, Waketield 

maga Epuxp, and Fraycis Hvcues, Lye, Worcester, 
Builders Feb 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton 
st, Dudley 

Hvueues, Grirrita, Blaenau Festiniog, Quarryman Feb 
14 at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

KirkuaM, Epwarp ALEXANDER Cvur.gy, Linthorpe, 
Middlesbrough Feb 20 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

Lancaster, Tuomas Epoar, Thorpe, Norwich, Builder 
Feb 16 at 1230 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

=e Ap? Gt Grimsby, ‘onfectioner Feb 14 at 
11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

tuiiinine ARTHUR JAMES, Bowdon, Cheshire, Solicitor 
Feb 18 ats Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Lonspa.r, THOMAS, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant Feb 17 
at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsb 

McCarrry, Reoix ALD Wit.iam, Cheapside, Merchant Feb 








| 16 at 12 apy ad bidgs, Carey st 
McSneepy, James PR: le Walthamstow, Schoolmast 
Feb 17 at 2.30 ptey bldgs, Carey st 
Mayy, Joun a Stockton on Tees, Grocer Feb 25 
at 3 , 8, Albert rd, Middlesbro 


Moore, Caoaries Henry, Gt Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler 
Feb ls at 1 Off Ree, &, King st, Norwich 

Pater, Tuomas Lioyp, Lye, nr Stourbridge, Grocer Feb 
14at11 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Purkis, Wituiam, Braintree, Essex, Builder Feb ra at 12 
95, Temple chmmbrs, Temple av 

Putas, Henry Tuomas, Portsmouth, Commission Agent 
Feb 16 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mou 

Rappixes, Joux, Pontefract, Vessel Owner Feb 16 at 10.30 
The Lowther Hotel, Goole 

Sours, WiILiiam, Newark, Notts Febiéati2 Off Ree, 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 








THIRD EDITION NOW READY. 





Large Demy 8vo, pp. lxxii.—1184. Price 25s. net; 


by post, 25s. 9d. 


CONCISE PRECEDENTS UNDER THE COMPANIES ACTS. 


By F. GORE-BROWNE, M.A., K.C., assisted by ARTHUR B. CANE, M.A., of the Inner Temple (Editor of Alpe’s 


“Law of Stamp Duties’’). 


This work contains numerous Precedents of Memorandums and Articles; Agreements with Vendors, Promoters, Managers, and others ; Under- 


writing Letters, Commission Notes, c. ; 
Shares, &e. ; 


Schemes of Winding up and Reconstruction and Arrangements with Creditors ; 
. Notices of Motion and Summons, Pleadings in Actions, Statements of Claim, and many other Forms (688 in all) for various purposes, with Notes and 


Forms of Debentures and Trust Deeds; Forms of Resolutions to alter Articles, increase Capital, subdivide 
Petitions to Reduce 


Capital, to Wind up,. &. ; 


Disquisitions ; all the Forms in use under The Companies Act, 1900 ; a Model Prospectus, and a complete Index. 


“ Extremely practical, lucid, and accurate, it must be of great assistance to all who are concerned with Company Law and Practice. 


—Law Times. 





A PRACTICAL GUIDE TO THE LICENSING ACT, 1902. 


References to and Extracts from previous Licensing and other Statutes. 


Price 3s. 6d. net; by post, 3s. 9d. 


With Notes and Comments, and 


By CHARLES L. ROTHERA, B.A. (Lend.), 


Solicitor and Secretary to the Licensing Laws Information Bureau and City Coroner for Nottingham. 


“This Guide brings home the difficulties in a way which all can understand, and we can commend the work with the greatest heartiness as one of the best attempts to anticipate 


the questions which will arise from the Ist January onwards, 


Nearly Ready. 


** Licensed Victualler, 


Demy 8vo. Price 7s. 6d. net; 


by post, 8s. 


THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES’ AND MANAGERS’ AND TEACHERS’ GUIDE 


TO THE EDUCATION ACTS, 


1870 TO 1902. 





JORDAN & SONS, LIMITED, 120 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


By H. ©. RICHARDS, Esa., M.P., one of His Majesty's 
Counsel, and HENRY LYNN, Esa., of the Inner Temple, Standing Counsel to the National Union of Teachers, 
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THE SOLICIIORS’ jOURNAL. 


Feb. 1903. 








Towssenp, Fraycis yy Eastbourne, Actor Feb 24 
at 2 Messrs Coles & Son's Offices, Seaside rd, East- 


Wipe, rraptey bid o> Tobacconist Feb 16 at 12 


Wateurt, RY, Y on Hull, Merchants’ Clerk 
Feb i7atil Off House In. . Hull 
Ricat, OLivER ARNOLD, Wakefield, Tailor Feb 17 at3 
“Om Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


y 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apams, Tuomas, Dorchester, Mason Dorchester Pet Feb 
2 Ord Feb2 
ALLuonD, Cuarg.otre, Hereford, Licensed Victualler Here- 
ford Pet — 4 we Feb 4 Sind 
Arrzowsurth, Jonx Wit.1Am, Stockport, Fruiterer ock- 
port Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Asnerort, Henxrv, Rufford, nr Ormskirk, Farmer 
pool Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
ave, 3 4 Ps Tuomas, Brighton, Decorator Brighton Pet 


eb 2 Brees Feb 2 
Bane, Jere ster, Cabinet Maker Manchester 
Jan 2 Ord Feb 4 
Banser, Grorct Jonx, Dorchester, Painter and Decorator 
Dorchester Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Bargox, Waiter, Wakefield, Pork Butcher Wakefield 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb2 
x, Jonx Hexzy, Middlesbrough, 
“Middlesbro Pet se 2 Ord Feb3 
Boorn, Harry, abs orks, Warehouseman Bradford 
Feb 3 
. lesbrough, Fruiterer Middlesbro’ 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 vail 
Brows, Wiiiiam Ricuarp Eepethy- Pee Canter- 
bury Pet Feb4 Ord 
Brraxt, Jouy, Cogan, Glam Agent Cardiff 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb3 
Bursivcs, Ricuarp Joux, South Heighton, nr Newhaven 
Lewes Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 
Burr, Feeperice Cuar.es, Cardiff, Confectioner Cardiff 
Pet J Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Catuis, Evtis Wit1iam, Countesthorpe, Leicester Leicester 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 
Crag Beene, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Feb 2 Ord 
Cocca, Joux, Totnes, Devon, Coal Dealer Plymouth Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb4 
Caoox, Fexp, Bicester, Oxford, Baker Oxford Pet Feb3 
Ord Feb 3 
Davies, James Haerres, Milford Haven, Pembroke, 
Pembroke Dock Pet Jani2 Ord Feb2 
Evass, Wiiuau Bresetr, Ladiow, Salop, Painter Leo- 
minster Pet Feb2 Oni Feb2 
Foss, Atrzzep Joux, Gosport, Hants, Hairdresser Porte- 
mouth: Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Faeasee, Wuiisx Axccs, Wrexham, Denbigh, Tailor 
Wrexham Pet Jan2i Ord Feb3 
Gazpesze, Réseet, Hafod. nr Pontypridd, Haulier Ponty- 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 
Gay, Tuomas, Ross, Herts, Plumber Hereford Pet Feb 4 
Ord Feb 4 


Grpves, Saucer, Carey st, Estate t Court Pet 
Nov8 Ord Feb2 — 

Harrizvv, Joux, Gloucester, Blacksmith Gloucester Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb: 


Liver- 


Fruiterer 


uddersfield, Jobbing Gardener 
Pet Jan ® Ord Jan ® 


ee Blaenau Festiniog, Quarryman Port- 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 
Kisverz, ae a Pawnbroker Liverpool 


Pet Jan 
Tsaomas Enocar, Thorpe, Norwich, Builder 
mR ee, +See 
Idington, Fruiterer H 
Court Pa Feb2 Oni Feb? - 
Neruassoux, Beerarie, st, Stock Broker 
Court Pet Set 0 Ord Jan 31 
Bicsous, Suser Hereret, Kingston Hall, Ciab 
Kingéon upm Holl Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 
Micuotsox, Tuomas Hesxer, Carmarthen, Draper Car- 
marthen Pet JanZi Ord Jan Zi 
Owes, Josurn Pazxee, Khyi, Fiimt, Clerk Bangor Pe 
P Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
ALS, misam Eowsep Grorcr, Lavenham, Suffolk, 
Comtectiomer ( Colebenter I Peat Feb 4 Ord Feb4 
Prasgr, Azruce, Iriams «’ th’ Height, nr Manchester, Grocer 
feliord Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 19 
Porwas, Hzxer Taonas, et 
Portamcath Pe Feb? Ord Feb? 
eee Se Aberdare,Grocer Aberdare Pet ¥eb4 
4 


Joeurn, Bortem, Limes, Coal Merchant Boston 
Pa ¥e2 Ori ¥42 
, Tamers Cusnies, Welmore 4, Holloway 
7 High Court PAJan6s ¢ 


Srereucss, Wis Giam, Collier Pomty- 
pied’ Pave t Ort Pos on 


ant, Gagne. Cantcm, Carli, Merchant Tailor Car- 
“a Paves Ord g it % 
- Mareamie, Solicitor 


Tevecn, Wiusssx Jous, 

Puten Pet Jon God Yoo 
Terie, Jeux Baxre, foe, "Wheduright Swann 

Pa Fae2 Ori ¥a 
Useexsows, Asice ek Eogwa, lchging Howe 
Pa Fes Co Feb 4 
Wamser, Rscm enn, Provision Dealer 

Beh PAA Ori Fas 

Canter vary 


+ Avewervs, ¥dketome 
Wusr, Hever, hentia, Tel LivapoA Pet Fe 2 
tes Ve 4 


erases, Hex 
PA Dee DH Ord FH 2 

Ouve hese, Wiehe, Tan Weel 
Ort ¥aos 


Commisson Agent 


"Paes 


AW.—Solicitor (24th year), admitted in 

4 1902, desires Conveyancing or poly. B. Clerkship in 

country ; yy arrangement.—Apply L., care of 
Messrs. Geare & Mathew, Solicitors, Exeter 


Fea PARTNERSHIP. —A Solicitor of 

¢ experience and energy wishes to Purchase a 
Share in or Succession to a well-established Practice within 
easy distance of London; South or East Coast preferred ; 
can command capital ; principals only. —~haaie Lex, 17, 
Torrington-square, London. 


AW.—Wanted, Situation by Clerk accus- 
tomed to Cashier's duties, Book-keeping (Kain’s), 
Shorthand - writing, Costs, Probate, Estate, Residuary 
Accounts, Abstracting, , Engrossing, Plans, &e.—Pc.en, 
7, Langford’s-terrace, > trowbri idge. 


OLICITOR, B.A. Oxon., admitted 1897, 
S requires Conveyancing Clerkship, with plenty of work. 
9 years with well-known City firm. £200, or thereabouts.— 
G., care of R. J. Wigram & Co., Finsbury House, E.C. 











Ress COLLECTED and Estates Managed; 

references to clients; Weekly Property Wanted r4 
Purchase.—ALDRIDGE, Dov etas, & Co., 
E.C. Telephone 8015 Bank. 


23, Budge-row, 
FFICE; First Floor; best part High 
Holborn ; rent £2 monthly ; ; suit Country So 
requiring good. London address; advertisers alll — 
after interests if desired. —Particulars, WILsHERs, 281-2, 
High Holborn. 








£ 3 2. Ot ( to Invest in Freehold Ground- 

rents secured upon any good Proper. 
ties; not over 25 years’ purchase.—Write Truster, care of 
Smith’ 's, 51, Moorgate-street, E.C. No Agents dealt with, 


14, 7 TO BE MADE out of Free. 
hold Building Estate. See under. 
¥REEHOLD ESTATE, quarter of an hour from Liver. 
pool-street, G.E.R., comprising 200 good building plots; 
plenty sand and ballast ; ground-rents of twenty. -four plots 
already built on have realized £110 per plot; price £7,30 
cash.—Apply Baxter, 3, Barnsbury-park, London, N. 








(SLaeEEE WANTED.—LL.B. (Lond.) 
pass-man, January, 1903, about to be admitted, 
Desires Situation By oe cmp town preferred) ; 
London.—W. H., 9, Station-ap , Redhill.” 


(imese (especially Managing). — Those 

employed ee two pe mand —_— addressing Treowe, may 
hear of something to their ivantage v NCOME, 
eare of “ Solicitors’ Journal ”’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W 


articled in 








PRACTISING BARRISTER can Receive 
a Young Barrister to Reside with him.—Apply, T., 
Parkshot House, Richmond, Surrey. 


W ANTED, by a Young Solicitor (admitted 

in August last), who has been practising to a small 
extent, an A intment with a firm, with an ultimate 
view of Pure a Partn ip or otherwise, or would 
Purchase a Junior Partnership at once.—Vincent A. 
Matuew, 9, Brackley-road, Beckenham, Kent. 


\ ORNING and EVENING WORK 
i Wanted by a superior — to clean and attend to 
gentlemen’s chambers. &c.; good references. —E. ow 
eare of Miss Earl, 8, Museum-street, Bloomsbury, W.C 


OARD-RESIDENCE. — Superior; excel- 

lent cuisine; close to "bus and station; home com- 

forts; terms £1 1s.—Proprizetress, 8, Westbourne-square, 
Hyde Park, W. 


PARENTS.—A firm of Mechanical 
Engineers has a Vacancy for a young gentleman as 
PREMIUM PUPIL.—H. 74, “‘ The Times” Office, E.C. 


OLICITORS’ COSTS Drawn and Settled 
h by experienced Bill Clerk in own time; moderate 
ae ‘Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery- 
ane 


AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For ee 
4 payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the 
writing charges :— 


Abstracts fapiet 
Briefs and Drafts saad 
Deeds Round Hand ee per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted ins «. 2 O per 
Full Copies “ 0 per folio. 
PAPER. Foolscap, 1d. “per ‘sheet ; Draft, 3d. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANH/ a, Chichester-rents, Chancery- 
ane, W.C. 




















per sheet. 
20 folios. 


aii 





EWRITING and DUPLICATING in 
all branches accurately and genet executed.— Mrs. 
Dox atosos, 2, Old Queen-street, Westminster. 


GOLIC SITORS, Mortgagees, Trustees, and 
Owners generally of Freehold or Leasehold Properties 
for Sale >= Town A Country can find an immediate pur- 
chaser by sendi > = rticulars to Rerixep, 43, Livery 
road, London, ronalition as to repair ‘immaterial. 
Being actual purchaser, no commission required. 


[ AW COSTS in all departments Drawn and 
4 SeAttlel, from paw or otherwise, for Delivery or 
Taxation; mc experienced draftanan, holding 
highest testimemials ; yo and perinee. Lex, care of 
Hatton & Son, 81, Chancery-lane, Wa 


‘ATHOLIC PARENTS (Engin ish or Wovel sign) 

or Guardians are offered a Home, 
with FAucation under qualified Governess ome ig adver- 
tiner’s daughter, for Girl, or Boy and Girl; comfort 
and reed on: west, healthy paw at Ay LLERSLIE, 











55, Buckle Streathant Canim, London, 8.W, 


DVOWSONS, &c,-—Special New Issye of 

the Church Patronage Gast, containing particulars 

a  paesttestiy all Advowsons for wale, just imesued, “So 4d, 
N. Bracerrtt, B, Bet ford-areet, Strand. 








(ty PRINCIPAL highly Recommends 


Pay apy folicitor, ex ve in Conveyancing, 
&,, y, aiigent, and ecrurtenun ; it about W; 


; Capable 





practien! “Ta leon 
A ws "(i t-£100, is ating 
igh woh, Lee, 8. 


Dow #136, 





RIENT -PACIFIC LINE PLEASURE 
CRUISES, 
By Steamships “CUZCO” and “ ORIENT,” 
From London, 


For MOROCCO, BALEARIC ISLES, SOUTH OF 
FRANCE, SICILY, CRETE, CYPRUS, SYR, 
PALESTINE, EGYPT, ALGERIA, &c., 

26th February to 22nd April. 


For SPAIN, SOUTH OF FRANCE 
GREECE, CONSTANTINOPL E, &c., 
14th March to 27th April. 


Passengers travelling overland to Villefranche can leave 
London respectively on the 6th and 24th March. 


Fares rrom 50 To 90 GUINEAS, ACCORDING TO CABIN. 
Managers : % 
F. GREEN & CO.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON & C0. 
Head Office: FENCHURCH AVENUE, LONDON, E.C, 
For Passage apply to the latter Firm, at 5, Fenchurch- 
avenue, E.C.; or to the West End Branch Office, 16, 
Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


FLLEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LiMiTED, 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PagtiamentTany Bitts, Minutes or Evipencs, Booxs or 
RureRenck, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, AnsweEns, &0., £0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial Work, 


Every description of Printing. 


Printers of 7HE SOLICITORS JOURNAL 
e _= WEEKLY REPORTEE, 


NORWICH STREBT, FRTTER LANE LONOUN B.C. 








S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 
pERRY PENS 
“GLIDEAWAY:_ 








Cerner 
A New F 
oF Cuat 
“Wirer 
Reviaws 


New Onp: 
Resi oF 


